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said  court 

'*  §  6.  Pour  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  be  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals,  shall  every  year  be  selected  flrom  the  dass  of  justices  having  the 
shortest  time  to  serve ;  and  alternately,  first,  Arom  the  first,  third,  fifth,  and 
seventh  judicial  districts,  and  then  from  the  second,  fourth,  sixth,  and  eighth 
judicial  districts ;  and  shall  enter  upon  their  duties  as  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Appeals  on  the  first  day  of  January,  and  serve  as  judges  of  said  court 
one  year." 


REPORTER'S   NOTE. 


It  is  generally  well  known  that  the  Exports  of  decisions 
by  the  Eeporter  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  two  volnmes  a 
year,  comprise  only  about  two-thirds  of  the  cases  adjudi- 
cated by  that  body. 

Doubtless  the  best  is  done  that  can  be,  in  making  the 
selection  known  as  the  New  York  Eeports.  But  the  difficulty, 
an  insuperable  one,  is  to  make  a  selection  where  all  are, 
or  may  be,  equally  important  and  valuable  to  the  profession 
and  the  public  at  larga 

The  non-reported  cases,  forming  so  large  a  proportion  of 
the  whole  number,  cannot  fail  to  embrace  principles,  and 
conditions  to  which  established  principles  are  applied,  quite 
as  novel  and  important  as  those  found  in  the  Seporter's 
volumes. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  no  absolute  knowledge,  or  safe 
presumption  concerning  the  law,  can  be  predicated  upon  an 
examination,  however  thorough,  of  but  a  portion  of  the  cases 
adjudicated  by  our  highest  court.  Every  earnest  lawyer  will 
desire  to  see  and  judge  for  himself  whether  the  cause  he  has 
in  hand  finds  its  parallel  in  any  cause  already  determined ; 
and  this  he  cannot  do  while  any  considerable  number  of  those 
determined  causes  are  not  reported. 

At  the  same  time,  care  has  been  exercised  not  to  encumber 

these  reports  with  decisions  involving  only  well  established 

principles,  or  such  as  are  applied  to  cases  analogous  to  those 

previously  reported. 

EMERSON  W.  KEYE8. 

Albany,  JHfovemher^  1867. 
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or  THB 

STATE  OF  NEW  YORK. 


Stephen  Clark  and  othere,  BespondentB,  v.  The  Matob, 
BTO.,  OF  New  Yokk,  Appellantfi. 

An  offot  to  paj  what  is  due,  on  a  eontraci,  provided  the  other  party  will  give  a 
release  for  all  damages,  eta,  is  not  a  tender  of  payment 

When  the  contract  has  been  completed,  and  l^e  balance  due  thereon  is  withheld 
to  compel  a  release  of  other  claims,  the  plaintiff  has  his  action  for  the 
reooveiy. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  commissionerB  were  authorized  to  ma(ke 
any  alterations  in  the  "  form,  dimensions,  or  materials  of  the  work,  "  a  reso- 
lution ordering  the  excavation  to  cease  at  a  certain  point,  or  to  go  no  farther 
is  not  a  violation  of  the  contract 

Appeal  from  Oemrd  Term. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  a  balance  for  work  done 
nnder  a  contract  between  the  parties  for  the  construction  of 
section  96  of  the  Croton  Aqueduct  This  section  included 
the  reservoir.  The  plaintiff  also  claimed  damages  for  having 
been  prevented  from  excavating  rock  from  the  northern 
section  of  the  reservoir. 

The  contract  required  the  plaintiffs  to  ftimish  the  materials 
and  perform  all  the  labor  necessary  to  construct  section  96 
of  the  Croton  Aqueduct.  In  doing  the  work  the  plaintiflfe 
were  to  receive  for  rock  excavation  $1.00  per  cubic  yard,  and 
for  earth  excavation  fourteen  cents.  The  contract  bound  the 
contractors  to  perform  the  work  as  stated  in  the  specifica- 
tions, "but  any  alterations  in  the  form,  dimensions,  or 
materials  of  said  work,  which  may  be  directed  in  writing  by 
the  commissioners  or  the  engineer,  shall  be  made  by  the  con- 
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Statement  of  case. 


tractors  as  directed,"  and  to  prevent  dispute  it  was  agreed  that 
the  engineer  should  in  all  cases  determine  the  amount  or 
quantity  of  the  several  kinds  of  work  to  be  paid  for  under 
the  contract,  and  that  the  engineer  should  decide  every  ques- 
tion which  could  arise  relating  to  the  execution  of  the 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  contractors,  and  his  estimate  and 
decision  should  be  final  and  conclusive. 

In  the  specification  the  northern  section  was  described  to 
have  twenty  feet  depth  of  water,  and  the  southern  twenty- 
five  feet  depth. 

In  May,  1840,  the  water  commissioners  adopted  a  resolu- 
tion that  the  construction  of  the  northern  division  of  the 
reservoir  be  suspended,  except  so  far  as  the  excavation  of  rock 
and  earth  required  in  the  adjacent  section  may  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  aqueduct.  This  was  communicated  to  the 
contractors. 

On  May  27th  the  chief  engineer  notified  the  contractors 
that  they  were  to  carry  on  the  excavations  so  far  as  may  be 
necessary  to  obtain  materials  for  the  work  on  the  southern 
division. 

In  July,  1840,  another  resolution  was  passed  by  the  water 
commissioners  directing  the  contractors  to  proceed  with  the 
construction  of  the  northern  division,  except  that  the  rock 
excavation  be  carried  no  fiirther  than  may  be  necessary  for 
obtaining  materials  to  complete  the  work  on  the  section. 

It  does  not  appear  whether  or  not  this  resolution  was  served 
on  the  contractors,  but  it  was  proved  that  the  substance  of 
the  resolution  was  acted  upon,  and  the  assistant  engineer 
testified  that  he  heard  of  the  substance  of  that  direction  as 
early  as  1839,  and  he  understood  no  rock  excavation  was  to 
be  made  simply  for  making  room. 

In  184:2  the  contractors  notified  the  water  commissioners 
that  their  work  had  been  completed  for  several  weeks,  and 
asking  payment  of  the  balance  remaining  unpaid.  The  engi- 
neer also  testifies  that  he  sent  the  resolution  of  the  commis- 
sioners to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  objected  to  sudi  directions  as  to  the  rock 
excavation. 


1864.]  Glabk  V,  Matob,  etc.,  of  Nbw  York.  H 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Inorahak,  J. 

The  judgment  now  appealed  from  allows  to  the  plaintiff 
three  items  of  recovery.  1.  For  balance  due  of  $3,483.49 
interest.  2.  Damages  for  not  allowing  them  to  excavate 
the  northern  section  of  the  reservoir.  3.  For  money  paid 
to  obtain  the  use  of  a  piece  of  land  during  the  work. 

From  this  judgment  the  defendants  appealed  to  the  General 
Term  who  affirmed  the  judgment.  The  defendants  now 
appeal  to  this  court. 

a  0^  Conor  J  for  the  appellants. 

John  H,  Reynolds^  for  the  respondents. 

Ingeaham,  J.  There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  correct  amount 
of  the  balance  for  work  done  under  the  contract.  This 
amount  was  certified  to  by  the  engineer,  and  was  retained  by 
the  commissioners  as  part  of  the  ten  per  cent  which,  by  the 
contract,  they  were  authorized  to  retain.  For  this  amount, 
application  was  made  to  the  president  of  the  board,  who 
offered  to  pay  it  on  condition  that  the  plaintiffs  would  give  a 
receipt  in  full.  This  was  refused,  and  the  payment  by  the 
commissioners  was  then  refused. 

After  this  refusal  by  the  commissioners  to  pay,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  would  not  release  their  claim  for 
damages,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  plaintiffs  should  resort 
to  any  other  mode  to  obtain  payment.  The  contract  was 
conceded  by  both  parties  to  be  finished,  and  when  the 
balance  admitted  to  be  due  was  witheld  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  a  release  of  other  claims,  the  plaintiflfe  had  a 
right  to  resort  to  an  action  for  its  recovery. 

There  is  no  good  ground  shown  why  the  plaintiffs  should 
not  recover  this  balance  with  the  interest. 

Nor  was  there  any  good  answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  claim  for 
one  hundred  dollars  paid  to  Dr.  Wagstaff. 

The  commissioners  passed  a  resolution  that  one  hundred 
dollars  be  allowed  to  the  contractors  toward  procuring  cer- 
tain land  privileges  necessary  to  the  prosecution  of  the  work. 
The  money  was  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  commissioners 
and  at  their  request.     It  was  in  no  way  included  in  their 
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Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Isbrajum,  J. 

contract,  or  subject  to  its  provisioiiB,  but  was  to  be  paid  in 
the  same  manner  as  any  money  paid  by  one  party  for  the 
benefit  of  another  and  at  his  request 

The  third  item  is  for  damages  for  not  allowing  the  com- 
missioners to  complete  their  contract. 

This  embraces  two  questions,  first,  wh^er  they  were 

entitled  to  recover  any  damages  for  the  acts  of  the  commis* 

'^ioners,  and  second,  whether  if  such  damages  could  be 

ecovered,  the  plaintiffs    could  recover   interest  on    such 


Upon  the  trial  the  judge  charged  the  jury  that "  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  work  on  the  northern  division  was  in  law  a 
violation  of  the  contract,  snd  that  the  plainti£b  were  entitled 
to  damages." 

^'  He  also  charged  that  the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  inter- 
est on  their  damages  for  the  work  so  omitted  in  point  of  law, 
such  interest  to  be  computed  from  the  time  at  which  the 
plaintiffs  would  have  received  their  payment  in  case  they 
had  performed  all  the  work  according  to.  the  original  plan." 
The  right  to  recover  damages  depends  upon  the  construction 
put  upon  the  acts  of  the  commissioners  in  regard  to  the 
northern  section  of  the  reservoir.  They  directed  that  no 
rock  should  be  blasted  after  a  certain  period  from  that  por- 
tion of  the  reservoir  excepting  what  the  contractors  might 
want  for  other  portions  of  the  work.  This  is  claimed  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  suspending  their  work  on  that  section.  I  am 
not  able  to  agree  with  that  view  of  these  resolutions.  The 
commissioners  had  power  to  make  alterations  in  the  form, 
dimensions  or  materials  of  the  work.  They  made  such  alter- 
ations by  directing  that  the  northern  section  should  not  be 
excavated  any  deeper  than  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  the  resolution,  and  they  afterward  modified  that  by 
another  resolution  directing  them  to  proceed  with  the  work 
on  the  northern  division  according  to  the  plans,  except  that 
the  rock  excavation  is  to  be  carried  no  ftirther  than  might 
be  necessary  to  complete  the  work  on  section  96. 

The  receipt  of  the  last  resolution  is  disputed,  but  the 
weight  of  evidence  is  that  it  was  communicated  to  the  plain- 
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tif&  and  their  letter  to  the  commissioners  asking  for  payment 
for  the  balance,  strengthens  that  conclusion. 

These  two  resolutions  taken  together  will  bear  no  other 
construction  than  that  the  commissioners  determined  to 
reduce  the  depth  of  the  reservoir.  That  it  had  some  depth 
and  was  capable  of  containing  water  is  apparent  from  the 
fact  that  it  was  filled  after  the  contract  was  finished. 

I  suppose  it  can  hardly  be  denied,  that  the  commiss'oners 
might,  under  the  power  secured  to  them  in  the  contract,  have 
reduced  the  size  of  the  northern  division  by  cutting  off  one 
block  or  more,  or  less,  and  directing  the  contractors  to  finish 
the  residue  according  to  the  contract.  And  if  such  piece  so 
excluded  from  the  work  contained  all  or  more  of  the  rock 
excavation,  it  would  afford  no  ground  for  damages  on  that 
account.  I  see  no  difference  between  such  an  alteration  and 
one  made  in  the  depth.  Suppose  the  conmiissioners  had  dis- 
covered that  by  excavation  of  the  rock  to  the  depth  proposed, 
they  would  have  opened  the  rock  to  fissures  through  which 
the  water  would  have  passed  off  from  the  reservoir,  would 
any  one  doubt  their  power  and  duty  to  have  ordered  that  the 
rock  should  not  be  removed.  And  if  for  any  other  cause, 
they  deemed  it  expedient  not  to  alter  the  rock  bottom  of  the 
reservoir  I  see  no  reason  why  they  had  not  the  same  power. 
It  was  a  matter  left  to  their  discretion  and  judgment  to  make 
alterations  in  the  form  and  dimensions  of  the  aqueduct.  By 
dimensions  must  be  understood  the  extent,  length,  breadth 
and  depth  of  the  work.  Any  of  these  portions  they  had  a 
right  to  alter.  They  did  so  by  diminishing  the  depth ;  a 
power  they  had  a  full  right  to  exercise,  and  one  which  strictly 
comes  within  the  reservation  in  the  contract. 

When  this  case  was  before  this  court  on  the  former  appeal 
some  of  the  judges  placed  their  opinions  upon  the  ground 
that  the  work  on  the  contract  was  suspended  and  that  this 
was  not  within  the  reservation. 

This  was  not  the  case.  The  contract  was  not  suspended 
nor  did  the  work  cease.  The  very  resolution  under  which 
they  acted  allowed  the  work  to  go  on,  even  on  the  northern  sec- 
tion so  tar  as  was  necessary  to  complete  the  residue  of  the 
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work,  and  the  same  learned  justice  conceded  that  they 
might  have  altered  the  plan  so  far  as  to  exclude  the  northern 
division  altogether  from  the  work.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  con- 
ceive how  a  direction  not  to  take  any  more  rock  from 
the  bottom  is  less  of  an  alteration  in  the  dimensions  of  the 
work  or  how  leaving  the  bottom  of  the  reservoir  uneven 
where  rocks  projected  instead  of  having  them  cut  down  to  an 
even  surface,  is  not  more  clearly  an  alteration  than  the  other. 
Such  must  have  been  the  conclusions  of  the  plainti£&  when 
they  wrote  the  letter  saying  "  our  work  having  been  com- 
pleted for  several  weeks,  etc." 

This  view  of  the  main  question  in  the  case  renders  it 
unnecessary  to  inquire  whether,  if  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover  damages,  they  could  have  interest  on  the  amount 
of  such  damages.  If,  however,  I  should  differ  from  my  breth- 
ren on  that  branch  of  the  case  it  is  proper  that  I  should 
express  an  opinion  on  the  claim  for  interest. 

Upon  this  branch  of  the  case  I  concur  with  Judge  Sbldbn 
in  the  opinion  delivered  by  him  viz. :  that  the  plaintiffs  if 
entitled  to  damages  are  not  entitled  to  recover  interest 
thereon. 

For  the  cause  first  stated  however  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  unless  the  plaintiffs  remit  the 
amount  allowed  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract 
and  the  interest  thereon,  and  a  new  trial  should  be  ordered. 
If  such  amounts  are  remitted  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed  for  the  residue. 

AU  were  for  reveHsal  unless  interest  was  deducted.  Hoge- 
BOOH,  Inobahah,  Mullin  and  Denio,  were  all  against 
plaintiflb  on  damages. 

JOEL  TIFFANY,  £iate  JSeparter. 
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Horatio  N.  Walton,  AdminiBtrator,  etc.,  Appellant,  v. 
•  Sabah  J.  Walton,  Executrix,  etc.,  Kespondent. 

The  administrator  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate,  and 
may  maintain  an  action  for  their  recovery.  He  is  the  owner  in  trust  for  the 
purpose  of  administration. 

In  an  action  against  an  executor  to  recover  such  assets  as  come  into  the  hands 
of  his  testator,  and  remained  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  such  assets  ever  came  into  the  hands 
of  the  executor.  It  is  sufficient  that  they  came  into  the  hands  of  his  testator, 
and  were  unadminlstored  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Even  where  it  is  shown  that  the  assets  have  come  into  the  hands  of  the  execu- 
trix, it  is  proper  that  the  action  to  recover  the  same,  should  he  brought  against 
her  in  her  representative  capacity. 

HoGBBooM,  J.  If  this  case  turns  upon  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint,  independent  of  those  contained  in  the  annexed 
schedule,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  action  is  well  brought, 
and  I  do  not  see  that  they  are  so  far  varied  by  the  contents  of 
the  schedule,  that  they  should  alter  the  result  at  which  we 
should  otherwise  arrive.  Those  allegations  are  explicit,  that 
William  B.  Walton  had  at  his  death,  in  his  hands,  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  assets  of  Jonathan  Walton  unadministered,  that 
the  plaintiff  has  been  duly  appointed  administrator  of  such 
unadministered  assets,  and  the  defendant  has  been  duly 
appointed  and  qualified  as  executrix  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  William  B.  Walton  deceased,  and  refuses  to  account 
for  such  unadministered  assets. 

Prima  fdde  and  unexplained,  I  do  not  see  why  this  does 
not  make  out  a  perfect  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant.  As  there  is  no  averment  in  the  com- 
plaint independent  of  the  schedule  that  these  assets  have  been 
collected,  nor  in  either  the  complaint  or  the  schedule  that  the 
debts  and  expenses  of  administration  of  the  estate  of  Jonathan 
Walton  have  been  defrayed,  there  is  nothing  to  show  but  that 
these  assets  are  absolutely  needed  for  such  purpose,  and  they 
can  only  be  properly  applied  to  that  object  by  the  duly 
appointed  legal  representative  of  the  estate  of  Jonathan  Wal- 
ton deceased.    Independent  of  this,  and  for  all  legal  pur- 
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poses,  the  plaintiff  is  the  sole  legal  representative  and  pos- 
sessor of  the  unadministered  assets  of  said  deceased,  and  is 
entitled  by  law  to  the  cnstody  of  the  property  and  the  pos- 
session of  the  assets  for  the  purpose  of  administration.    « 

He  may  bring  suits  to  recover  the  property  against  any 
person  in  possession  of  it,  trover  or  replevin,  if  it  exist  in  spe- 
cie in  the  condition  it  was  at  Jonathan  Walton's  death,  or 
assumpsit  or  other  appropriate  action  if  it  has  been  converted 
into  money. 

It  may  well  be  presumed  from  the  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint, that  the  unadministered  assets  are  in  their  original 
condition,  that  is,  in  the  shape  they  were  at  the  death  of  Jon- 
athan Walton.  If  so,  there  does  not  seem  to  me  a  possible 
doubt  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  them  from  any  and  every 
person  in  whose  possession  they  may  be.  They  belong  to  the 
plaintiff  as  owner,  owner  in  trust  it  is  true,  for  the  purpose 
of  administration,  but  nevertheless  owner  in  fact.  They  are 
unadministered  assets,  they  require  administration,  and  no 
person  in  the  world  can  perform  this  office  upon  them  except 
the  plaintiff. 

Indeed,  if  they  have  been  rightfully  or  wrongfiilly  con- 
verted into  money,  they  are  nevertheless  unadministered 
assets  of  Jonathan  Walton  deceased,  so  charged  to  be  in  the 
complaint,  and  so  admitted  to  be  by  the  demurrer,  and  there- 
fore rightfully  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff 
alone.  Even  if  they  have  been  rightfiiUy  converted  into 
money  by  the  executional  act  of  William  B.  Walton,  this  is  but 
a  partial  administration  of  them,  they  have  not  been  fully 
administered,  we  are  bound  to  assume  that  they  require  ftur- 
ther  administration,  for  they  are  charged  and  admitted  to  be 
unadministered  assets,  and  in  the  face  of  such  an  admission, 
we  are  n<H;  permitted  to  say,  that  they  acquire  no  further 
act  of  administration.  They  may  be  absolutely  indispensa- 
ble to  pay  debts  of  Jonathan  Walton  deceased,  and  no  one 
can  employ  them  legitimately  for  such  a  purpose  except  the 
plaintiff.  Whenever,  therefore  they  are  found,  in  whomso- 
ever's  possession  they  may  be,  such  person  is  bound  to  deliver 
them  over  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff. 
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Begarding  this  right  of  the  plaintifT,  therefore,  as  absolute 
and  undeniable,  it  seems  to  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
as  has  just  been  stated,  that  every  person  in  whose  possession 
they  may  be,  is  bound  to  deliver  them  up,  or  account  there- 
for, and  therefore  that  the  defendant  is  in  no  legal  condition 
successfully  to  resist  a  demand  of  the  same.  But  conceding 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  possession  of  unadministered  assets, 
it  is  argued  that  the  action  is  not  well  brought  against  the 
defendant  for  three  reasons : 

1.  Because  William  B.  Walton  was,  before  his  death, 
rightfully  in  possession  of  them,  rightfully  converted  them 
into  money,  if  he  did  so  convert  them,  and  rightfully  retained 
them  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts,  and  legacies,  and  dis- 
tributive shares  of  Jonathan  Walton's  estate.  2.  Because 
there  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  these  assets  in 
whatever  shape  they  may  be,  ever  came  into  the  personal 
possession,  custody,  or  control  of  the  defendant.  3.  Because 
if  they  are  in  the  defendant's  possession,  the  action  should 
be  against  her  personally,  and  not  as  representative  of  the 
estate  of  William  B.  Walton  deceased. 

1.  It  may  and  must  be  conceded  that  William  B.  Walton, 
as  executor  of  Jonathan  Walton,  had  a  right  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  assets ;  a  right  to  convert  them  into  money,  and 
a  right,  up  to  the  period  of  his  death,  to  appropriate  them  to 
all  legitimate  purposes  of  administration  of  the  estate.  But 
this  latter  office  he  had  not  performed,  and  if  he  had  con- 
verted a  portion  of  the  assets  into  money  he  had  only  parti- 
ally administered  these  assets,  and  assets  are  unadministered 
in  the  sense  of  the  law  until  the  whole  work  of  adminis- 
tration upon  them  is  consummated.  Administration  of  assets 
implies  such  a  complete  disposition  of  them  as  not  only  to 
collect  them  from  the  debtor  of  the  estate — ^if  they  are  in  that 
condition — ^but,  finally,  to  place  them  in  the  hands  of  the 
creditor,  legatee,  or  distributee  to  whom,  after  undergoing 
the  process  of  administration,  they  finally  belong.  As  before 
stated,  they  had  not  undergone  this  latter  process ;  and  we 
are  obliged,  in  the  state  of  facts  in  which  the  parties  have 
presented  the  case  to  us,  to  assume  that  the  assets  required 
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further  administration.  While,  therefore,  it  might  safely  be  * 
conceded  that  Y^illiam  B.  Walton  might  rightftdly  retain  the 
assets  in  his  hands,  even  up  to  the  period  of  his  death,  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  debts,  legacies,  and  distributive  shares, 
that  right  ceased  at  his  death.  It  did  not  devolve  upon  his 
executor,  but  upon  his  successor  in  the  trust ;  it  did  not  go 
to  the  defendant,  but  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff,  and  not 
the  defendant,  succeeded  him  in  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Jonathan  Walton. 

The  state  of  the  assets  at  the  death  of  William  B.  Walton, 
as  developed  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint, is  properly  classified  in  the  defendant's  points,  under 
three  several  heads. 

1.  Moneys  received  by  William  B.  Walton  as  executor 
of  Jonathan  Walton,  deceased,  in  payment  of  bonds,  notes, 
and  other  demands  belonging  to  the  said  Jonathan  Walton 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 

As  to  these  I  have  already  expressed  the  opinion  that  they 
were  only  partially  administered ;  that  they  were  still,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  considered,  in  connection  with  the  admitted 
allegations  in  the  complaint,  unadministered  assets ;  and 
that  in  the  latter  character  they  necessarily  passed,  or  right- 
fully would  pass,  into  the  legal  custody  and  control  of  the 
plaintiff. 

2.  Two  bonds  and  a  note,  executed  by  the  said  William 
B.  Walton  to  the  said  Jonathan  Walton  in  his  lifetime,  or 
the  amount  thereof.  It  does  not  expressly  appear  whether 
these  had  or  had  not  been  converted  into  money.  If  they 
had  not,  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to  the  securities 
themselves  as  a  portion  of  the  unadministered  assets  of  Jon- 
athan Walton.  If  they  had  been  converted  into  money,  then 
they  are  placed  in  the  same  category  with  the  other  partially 
administered  assets  above  referred  to  of  the  same  estate. 

3.  Real  estate  bid  in  by  William  B.  Walton,  as  executor 
of  Jonathan  Walton,  deceased,  on  a  foreclosure  by  William 
B.  Walton  as  such  executor  of  a  mortgage  executed  on  said 
real  estate  to  Jonathan  Walton.  Said  real  estate,  subsequent 
to  such  bid,  being  occupied  by  William  B.  Walton  at  the 
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time  of  his  death,  and  by  the  defendant,  as  his  executrix, 
subsequently  and  being  still  occupied  by  the  latter.  This 
purchase  was  necessarily  in  judgment  of  law,  as  it  appears  to 
have  been,  according  to  the  instruction  of  the  purchasee,  a 
purchase  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  Jonathan  Walton. 
Such  estate,  or  its  legal  representative,  would  have  a  right  to 
elect  to  take  the  benefit  of  such  purchase  or  to  hold  the  pur- 
chaser responsible  for  the  value  of  the  property  or  the 
amount  of  the  investment.  Such  election  has  not  been 
made.  And  the  plaintiff,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the 
court,  has  a  right  to  hold  the  estate  of  William  B.  Walton 
accountable  in  some  one  or  other  of  these  modes  for  this 
property,  and  to  require  an  account  thereof.  He  may 
require  an  account  of  the  moneys  due  on  the  mortgage,  a 
delivery  of  the  mortgage  securities,  an  account  of  the  rents 
and  profits,  and  of  the  value  of  the  estate. 

Whether,  therefore,  we  regard  the  assets  in  their  unadmin- 
istered  form  as  charged  in  the  body  of  the  complaint,  or  in 
their  partially  administered  condition  as  set  forth*  in  the 
schedule  appended  to  the  complaint,  there  seems  to  be 
abundant  aliment  for  such  account  as  is  demanded  by  the 
complaint  in  this  action. 

2.  It  is  objected  that  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint that  these  assets  ever  came  into  the  possession  of  the 
defendant.  It  is  not  necessary  there  should  be.  It  is  suffi- 
cient that  they  were  in  the  hands  of  William  B.  Walton 
unadministered  at  the  time  of  his  death.  That  makes  his 
estate  liable  to  account  for  the  same.  The  defendant  is  the 
representative  of  that  estate,  and  as  such  the  proper  party  to 
answer  such  a  charge. 

But  I  think  the  legal  presumption  without  an  express  alle- 
gation is,  that  the  property  in  possession  of  William  B.  Wal- 
ton at  the  time  of  his  death,  passed  into  the  hands  of  his 
executrix,  and  that,  if  in  fact,  it  be  otherwise,  it  lies  with  her 
to  rebut  that  legal  presumption  by  an  express  allegation  to 
that  effect  in  the  answer  to  the  complaint. 

Further  than  this  it  expressly  appears  by  the  schedule 
annexed  to  the  complaint  that  she  is  in  possession  as  his 
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executrix  of  the  real  estate  bid  in  on  the  mortgage  fore- 
dosure,  and  there  is,  therefore,  a  portion  of  the  property  for 
which  she  is  liable  to  acconnt. 

3.  It  is  further  objected  that  the  plaintiff's  remedy,  if 
available  against  the  defendant  at  all,  is  so,  only  against  her 
personally,  and  not  as  executrix  of  the  will  of  William  B. 
Walton,  deceased.  This  is  not  an  effectual  answer  to  the 
whole  complaint,  for  two  reasons,  1.  Be(;ause  as  to  such 
property  as  was  in  the  hands  of  William  B.  Walton  unad- 
ministered  at  the  time  of  his  death,  his  estate,  and  conse- 
quently the  defendant  as  executrix  is  liable  for  it.  If, 
therefore,  the  defendant  did  not  come  into  possession  of  the 
property,  the  estate,  and  consequently  herself  as  its  represen- 
tative, is  responsible  for  it,  as  being  in  the  possession  of  Wil- 
liam B.  Walton  at  the  time  of  his  death.  If  it  did  pass  into 
her  possession  as  executrix,  there  is  an  increased  propriety 
that  as  such  executrix  she  should  be  accountable  for  it. 

This  is  sufficient  to  show  that  as  to  some  portion  of  these 
aisets  she  is  properly  prosecuted  as  executrix.  Whether  as 
to  oAer  portions  of  them,  for  example,  goods  and  chattels, 
bonds  and  securities,  which  are  in  her  hands,  in  specie  in  the 
same  condition  in  which  they  were  at  the  death  of  Jonathan 
Walton  (if  ther^  be  any  such),  she  may  not  be  liable  for  them 
individually,  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine.  I  think,  how- 
ever, she  would  be  also  liable  for  them  in  her  representative 
capacity  —  for  she  received  them  as  such  —  she  holds  them 
as  such  —  she  claims  them  as  such.  As  to  the  real  estate, 
the  charge  in  the  complaint  is  that  she  is  in  possession  of  it 
as  executrix  of  William  B.  Walton,  deceased,  and  so  far  it 
seems  to  be  manifestly  propej  to  hold  her  to  account  in  her 
representative  character. 

I  therefore  regard  the  action  ag  properly  instituted,  and 
the  complaint  as  showing  a  good  cause  of  action.  I  think 
the  judments  of  the  Special  and  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Ooort  should  both  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  judgment  should 
be  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  withdraw  the  same,  and  answer  on  payment  of 
costs. 
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All  for  reversal  except  Seldbn,  J.,  who  reads  for  affirmance. 
Dbnio,  Ch.  J.,  is  for  reversal  on  the  ground  that  defendant,  aa 
executor  of  his  father,  is  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  bonds  and 
mortgages  collected.  Doubts  whether  he  would  concur  as 
to  property  remaining  in  specie,  or  for  real  estate  bid  off 
by  him. 

JOEL  TIFFANY,  State  Reports. 


Gkehabt  Valton  v.  The  National  Loan  Fund  Assubanoe 

Society. 

The  object  of  a  physical  examination  of  a  person  proposing  to  insure  his  life,  by 
a  competent  physiciaUf  is  to  ascertain  if  he  be  laboring  under,  or  is  subject  to, 
any  disease  or  defect  which  may  tend  to  shorten  life. 

It  is  proper  for  the  examining  physifiian  to  ask  for  information  upon  subjccta 
which  he  may  think  affects  the  prolongation  of  the  life  of  the  applicant. 

He  may  inquire  into  the  pecuniary  circumstances  of  the  individual  with  that 
view,  and  on  an  examination  upon  that  subject  before  a  court,  he  may  be 
asked  what  effect  such  information  produced  upon  his  mind  and  action  in 
respect  to  suoh  application. 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  object  of  a  physical  examination  of  a 
person  proposing  to  insure  his  life  in  an  insurance  company, 
by  a  competent  physician,  is  to  ascertain  whether  he  is  labor- 
ing under,  or  is  subject  to,  any  diseases  or  defect  which  may 
have  a  tendency  to  shorten  Ufa  The  inquiry  involves  an 
examination  not  only  into  the  present  state  of  the  various 
organs  and  functions  of  the  body,  but  into  the  tendency  of 
those  organs  and  functions  to  take  on  diseases  as  affected  by 
habits  of  mind  as  well  as  of  body,  temperament,  tendency  to 
disease  from  hereditary  causes,  and  the  occupation  and  con- 
dition in  life  of  the  subject.  Of  two  persons  of  the  same 
age  and  present  bodily  health,  the  one  may  present  a  risk 
entirely  safe  and  proper  to  be  taken — the  other  unsafe  and 
improper  to  be  taken.  It  is  impossible  to  aflSx  limits  to  the 
subjects,  into  which  it  is  not  only  proper  but  necessary  for  an 
examining  surgeon  to  inquire,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  con- 
clusion upon  which  he  can  safely  advise  the  acceptance  or 
rejection  of  a  risk. 
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Whether  I  am  right  or  wrong  in  these  views,  I  entertain 
no  donbt  that  in  many  cases  a  knowledge  of  the  pecuniary 
circumstances  of  a  person  desiring  to  be  insured  is  material 
to  the  risk  as  .affecting,  in  some  degree,  the  life ;  and  they 
are  a  legitimate  subject  of  inquiry  for  the  examining  physician 
or  surgeon. 

This  inquiry  may  not  be  material  in  every  case,  but  the 
surgeon  alone  can  tell  whether  it  was,  or  was  not,  so  in  a 
given  case.  It  is  therefore  competent  to  ask  him  whether  he 
made  the  inquiry,  and  what  response  was  given,  and  how  far 
he  deemed  such'  answer  material  in  deciding  to  advise  the 
taking  of  the  risk. 

In  such  cases  the  very  point  of  inquiry  is,  whether  the 
pecuniary  circumstances  were  deemed  by  him  material,  and 
whether  he  would  have  advised  the  acceptance  of  the  risk  if 
it  had  not  appeared  that  the  person  desiring  to  be  insured 
was  a  man  of  means.  This  is  the  only  inquiry  by  which  the 
real  importance  of  the  inquiiy  and  answers  can  be  ascertained. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  learned  justice  who  tried  this 
cause  erred  in  rejecting  the  question  put  to  Dr.  Staats,  as  to 
the  effect  upon  his  mind  and  action  in  respect  to  said  applica- 
tion ;  and  the  judgment  should  for  this  reason  be  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Wmght,  J.,  expressed  no  opinion ;   all  the  other  judges 

concurred.  

E.  PESHINE  SMITH,  State  Beporter. 
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Lorenzo  D.  Dickens,  Administrator  of  Sally  Dickens,  Res- 
pondent, V.  The  New  York  Central  Railroad  Company, 
Appellants. 

Where  the  evidence  on  both  sideB  is  reiy  close,  and  questions  of  recovery  or 
defeat  before  the  jury,  nicely  balanced — there  being  no  manifest  error  in  con- 
ducting the  trial — ^it  does  not  present  a  proper  case  for  a  court  of  review  to 
interfere. 

The  question  of  negligence  may  be  answered  by  reference  to  a  great  variety  of 
incidents  and  circumstances  proper  for  the  juiy  to  consider — and  in  respect  to 
which  they  may  exercise  a  judicious  discretion. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  by  the  defendants  from  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  rendered  in  the  sixth  district. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  as  administrator 
of  Sally  Dickens,  his  wife,  under  the  statute,  to  recover  dam- 
ages resulting  to  her  next  of  kin  in  consequence  of  her  death, 
which  it  is  alleged  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendants. 

The  cause  has  been  twice  tried.  The  verdict  rendered  on 
the  first  trial  was  set  aside  by  this  court.  (23  N.  Y.,  158.) 

The  second  trial  was  had  before  Mr.  Justice  Balcom  and  a 
jury  at  the  Madison  Circxiit  in  December,  1852,  and  on  the 
trial  the  following  facts  were  disclosed : 

On  the  29th  of  August,  1854,  Sally  Dickens,  who  was  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  resided  in  the  county  of  Herkimer, 
took  passage  in  one  of  the  defendant's  cars  at  Little  Falls  for 
Ganastota.  She  was  accompanied  by  her  mother,  Mrs.  Kel- 
ler, and  neither  of  them  had  ever  before  that  time  taken  or 
left  the  cars  at  Canastota.  They  were  on  tlie  mail  train, 
which  consisted  of  three  passenger  cars.  Mrs.  Dickens  and 
her  mother  were  seated  in  the  middle  car,  on  the  south  side 
and  about  the  middle  of  the  car. 

At  Canastota  there  are  two  railroad  tracks,  about  seven 
feet  apart.  Passengers  are  received  and  discharged  on  the 
north  side  of  the  road  where  a  hotel  and  the  office  of  the  rail- 
road company  are  located,  but  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
passengers  from  landing  on  either  side  of  the  tracks.     The 
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mail  train  on  this  day  was  a  little  behind  time,  and  arrived 
at  Canastota  on  the  most  northerly  track.  As  it  was  nearing 
Canastota  an  express  train  was  also  in  sight  coining  from  the 
west.  The  mail  train  on  arriving  at  Canastota  made  a  shorter 
stop  than  nsnal ;  the  object  of  the  managers  of  the  train 
being  to  get  away  before  the  express  train  should  arrive.  It 
was  a  qnestion,  whether  upon  the  arrival  of  the  mail  train  at 
Canastota,  the  name  of  the  station  was  announced  in  the 
middle  car,  and  upon  this  the  witnesses  differed.  But  if  the 
station  was  announced  it  was  probably  not  heard  by  Mrs. 
Dickens  and  her  mother.  One  of  them  inquired  of  a  passen- 
ger who  had  entered  the  car  whether  the  place  was  Canastota, 
and  upon  being  informed  that  it  was,  left  their  seats  and  has- 
tened to  the  west  door  of  the  car.  She  passed  off  on  the 
south  side  of  the  car  and  was  struck  by  the  engine  of  the 
express  train  and  instantly  killed.  The  express  train  was  then 
running  at  its  usual  speed  of  about  30  miles  an  hour. 

The  brakesman  whose  station  was  between  the  first  and 
second  passenger  cars  says,  he  knew  the  express  train  was 
coming,  and  kept  his  station  on  the  south  side  of  the  platform^ 
to  prevent  people  from  passing  off  on  that  side.  Mrs.  Dick- 
ens and  her  mother  got  off  at  that  platform  on  the  south  side^ 
and  yet  the  brakeman  says  he  first  saw  them  on  the  soiith  track. 
He  was  looking  to  see  the  '^ExpressP  The  brakeman  whose 
station  was  between  the  second  and  third  cars  also  says  '^  that 
he  stood  on  the  south  side  of  the  platform  to  keep  the  people 
from  getting  off  on  that  side." 

The  conductor  was  in  an  unusual  hurry.  Before  reaching 
Canastota  he  had  only  just  stopped  at  other  stations.  At 
Canastota  "the  cars  were  stopped  motionless  not  over  a 
minute."  One  witness  says  "from  thirty  seconds  to  a 
minute."  The  defendant's  flagman  says :  "  I  was  so  fms- 
trated  and  confused  I  can't  tell  whether  they  stopped  one  or 
two  minutes."  Another  witness  says,  "should  not  think 
they  stopped  a  minute,  if  they  did  that."  The  conductor  of 
the  train  says  he  stopped  "  from  one  and  a  half  to  two  min- 
utes" and  had  not  imie  to  mcbke  provision  for  the  safety  of 
persons  on  the  south  side  of  his  train.    He  was  engaged  in' 
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conversation  with  a  mnsic  teacher  who  wanted  some  mnsic 
purchased  at  Syracnse.  He  also  says  "  if  persons  had  been 
stationed  at  each  platform  for  that  object,  they  might  have 
prevented  persons  getting  off"  and  ^Hhat  the  stop  at 
Canastota  was  a  little  shorter  than  the  nsnal  stop."  And 
another  witness  for  the  defendants  says,  "  the  time  of  stop- 
ping there  was  a  little  shorter  than  nsnal." 

At  the  time  Mrs.  Dickens  and  her  mother  got  off,  the 
train  was  in  motion.  One  witness  says,  "the  train  had 
started  with  a  slow  motion."  The  fireman  on  the  train  says, 
'^  after  we  had  gone  the  length  of  a  car  and  a  half  or  two 
ears,  we  heard  the  signal  to  stop."  And  this  witness  thonght 
the  train  had  gone  the  length  of  two  cars  before  the  women 
jumped  off.  The  result  proved  that  that  motion  was  not 
sufficient  to  prevent  their  leaving  with  safety,  arid  that  they 
were  not  injured  by  leaving  the  car,  but  were  killed  by  the 
express  train,  before  they  could  get  out  of  the  way  of  it. 

Mrs.  Dickens  had  no  children.  Her  father  was  dead  and 
and  her  mother  killed  at  the  same  time  she  was.  She  had 
two  brothers  living,  both  of  them  were  men  grown,  and  one 
sister  who  was  aged  thirty,  and  married  and  had  children ; 
another  brother  had  previously  died  leaving  two  infant 
children.  Mrs.  Dickens  was  an  active  woman  and  in  good 
health. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  the  defendants'  counsel 
moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  numerous  grounds  and 
this  motion  was  denied  and  the  defendants  duly  excepted. 

At  the  close  of  the  whole  case,  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  upon  the  evi- 
dence the  plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  recover  nominal  dam- 
ages.    This  was  refused  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  jury  were  instructed  that  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  it  must  appear  that  the  deceased  was  not  guilty  of 
any  n^ligence  which  contributed  to  the  injury. 

That  her  only  next  of  kin  were  her  two  brothers,  one  sis- 
ter and  two  nephews  or  neices,  and  if  the  plaintiff  recover, 
the  amount  recovered  will  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
next  of  kin.     To  this  the  defendants  also  excepted. 
4 
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That  the  only  damages  the  jury  could  give  were  such  as 
the  jury  should  deem  a  fair  and  just  compensation,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Dickens  to  her  next  of  kin,  and  whether  more  than 
nominal  damages  had  resulted  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 
To  this  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  judge  also  charged  that  whether  the  next  of  kin 
would  ever  have  been  benefited  pecuniarily  by  her  living, 
was  not  certain,  but  speculative  or  matter  of  conjecture. 

The  counsel  for  defendants  then  requested  the  court  to 
charge  upon  sundry  propositions  submitted,  mainly  the 
reverse  of  those  which  had  been  charged,  and  exceptions 
duly  taken. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $500,  and  the 
General  Term  in  the  sixth  district  having  refused  a  new  trial 
judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict.  From  that  judgment 
the  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

John  H.  Reynolds^  for  the  plaintiff  (respondent). 

Da/nid  Pratt^  for  the  defendants  (appellants). 

HoGEBOOM,  J.  This  is  one  of  those  nicely  balanced  cases 
with  which  I  think  it  is  not  proper  for  a  court  of  review  to 
interfere.  Although  the  case  appears  to  be  a  close  one,  both 
on  the  question  of  the  negligence  in  the  agents  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  deceased  whom  the  plaintiff  represents,  and  the 
evidence  is  not  very  decided  or  controlling  either  way,  yet  I 
think  there  was  enough  to  submit  to  the  jury,  and  no  legal 
error  in  leaving  the  question  to  them.  As  to  the  negligence 
of  the  defendants  there  were  these  facts  for  their  considera- 
tion :  the  train  was  behind  time  ;  the  stop  at  the  station 
unusually  short ;  the  conductor  and  his  subordinates  in  a 
hurry  ;  some  of  them  excited  ;  some  doubt  whether  notice  of 
the  station  was  given  ;  an  undue  anxiety  to  leave  before  the 
express  train  arrived ;  a  failure  to  adopt  very  decided  pre- 
cautions in  keeping  passengers  from  alighting  on  the  south 
side  of  the  track  ;  some  inattention  to  his  duties  on  the  part 
of  the  brakeman  stationed  between  the  cars  to  warn  passen- 
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gers  not  to  get  out  on  that  side ;  the  conductor  himself  not 
occupied  in  the  very  vigorous  discharge  of  his  duties,  but 
more  pleasantly  employed ;  and  in  general,  a  lack  of  that 
close  and  careful  attention  which  in  circumstances  rather  per- 
ilous and  critical  like  those  which  transpired  on  this  occasion, 
is,  to,  say  the  least  a  matter  of  wise  precaution,  if  not  of  the 
most  imperative  duty. 

As  to  the  negligence  of  the  deceased,  the  degree  of  care 
and  prudence  devolving  upon  her  is  somewhat  to  be  meas- 
ured by  the  observance  of  proper  precautions  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants.  If  notice  of  the  arrival  at  the  station  and  the 
name  of  the  station  were  not  given,  she  was  in  a  measure 
excusable  for  not  knowing  it,  and  of  course  for  not  acting 
seasonably  upon  such  knowledge.  If,  as  is  known,  the  village 
which  was  the  place  of  her  destination  was  on  the  south  side 
of  the  track,  and  she  was  so  far  a  stranger  as  not  to  be  likely 
to  know  that  the  passenger  depot  was  on  the  north  side,  she 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  blameworthy  in  attempting  to 
leave  the  cars  on  the  south  side.  If  her  situation  in  the 
cars  made  it  unlikely  for  her  to  know  that  an  express  train 
was  approaching,  and  no  person  in  fact  notified  her  of  the 
approach  of  such  a  train,  it  would  not  seem  to  have  been  an 
incautious  act  to  get  upon  the  south  track.  If  she  only 
learned  the  name  of  the  station  by  inquiry  from  a  fellow  pas- 
senger without  notification  from  the  defendants,  and  the  train 
did  not  stop  long  enough  for  a  person  receiving  this  tardy 
information  to  get  off  from  the  train  before  it  was  slightly  in 
motion,  after  a  stop  unusually  brief,  it  would  not  seem  to 
have  been  necessarily  such  negligence  as  should  defeat  the 
action,  for  her  to  leave  the  train  under  such  circum- 
stances If  the  express  and  mail  trains .  were  not  'accus- 
tomed to  meet  at  this  point  it  was  not  negligence  in 
her  not  to  anticipate  the  arrival  of  the  express  train, 
and,  of  course,  not  to  guard  against  it  unless  she  was  oth- 
erwise sufficiently  and  seasonably  advised  of  its  approacli. 
The  imputation  of  negligence  in  all  these  particulars 
depends  very  much  upon  the  observance  of  all  proper 
precautions    on    the    part    of  the  defendants,   and  if  the 
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jury  were  warranted  in  finding  against  them  upon  the  pri- 
mary question  of  negligence  on  their  part,  as  perhaps  they 
did  in  all  these  particulars,  I  do  not  think  we  are  in  a  situa- 
tion to  say  that  there  was  legal  error  in  submitting  the  ques- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's,  as  well  as  the  defendants',  n^ligenoe  to 
the  jury.  This  question  of  negligence  depends  ordinarUy 
upon  so  many  minute  circumstances,  and  is  governed  so 
much  by  the  facts  of  each  particular  case,  that  it  is  very  dffi- 
cult  to  lay  down  any  safe  or  practical  general  rule  on  the 
question  what  constitutes  it,  and  it  is  well  said  that  the  evi- 
dence of  it,  should  be  dear  and  decisive,  to  impute  legal  error 
to  a  judge  who  submits  it  under  conflicting  facts  to  the  deter- 
mination of  a  jury. 

In  regard  to  the  rule  of  damages,  I  think  the  charge  of  the 
judge  was  in  conformity  to  the  statute  and  sufficiently 
guarded  and  limited  in  reference  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 
He  appears  to  have  been  strictly  within  the  limit  of  the  rule 
recently  laid  down  in  this  court,  after  much  consideration  and 
two  successM  arguments,  in  the  case  of  TUh/  v.  the  Hudson 
Hi/oer  Rail/road  Compcmy.  I  think  the  defendants  cannot 
successfully  assail  the  charge  on  this  point  unless  it  is  a  case 
for  limiting  the  plaintiff  to  nominal  damages.  We  are  npt 
at  liberty  to  lay  down  any  such  restricted  rule,  without  vida- 
ting  the  statute  and  the  current  of  former  decisions.  We  have 
frequently  had  occasion  to  say  that  the  statute  was  not  very 
precise  in  its  terms,  nor  susceptible  of  a  very  clear  and  exact 
construction,  but  we  regard  it  as  obvious  that  from  its  scope 
and  tenor,  some  latitude  must  be  allowed  to  the  careful 
discretion  of  a  jury,  in  assessing  the  damages  of  each  partic- 
ular case.  It  may  be,  and  is,  probably,  true,  that  this  power 
is  sometimes  abused,  but  the  correction  is  not  with  this  court. 
It  is  not  always  easy  to  see  how  the  death  of  a  particuUr 
individual,  and  she  a  wife,  will  operate  to  the  pecuniary  pre- 
judice of  collateral  relatives,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent.  But  as 
the  law  does  not  require  direct  and  precise  proof  on  this  sub- 
ject, and  has  committed  to  the  jury  a  liberal  discretion  in  its 
actual  disposition,  we  cannot  say,  in  view  of  the  not  very 
extravagant  sum  assessed  by  the  jury  in  this  particular  case, 
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if  any  sum  whatever  were  to  be  allowed,  that  any  principle 
of  law  has  been  violated. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

All  affirm  except  Davibs,  J.,  who  is  for  reversal.    Seldek, 
J.,  does  not  vote. 

JOEL  TIFFANY,  S^te  E^H^rter. 


David  Kelly,  Administrator,  etc.,  of  Catharine  Kelly, 
deceased,  Eespondent,  v.  Anthony  J.  Oahpbbll,  Ap- 
pellant. 

A  gift  by  a  husband  to  a  wife  will  be  upheld  without  the  aid  of  the  statutes  of 
1848,  1849,  1860  or  1862,  where  the  rights  of  creditors  are  not  concerned. 

The  husband  maj  aat  as  the  agent  of  tiie  wife  and  what  he  said  while  acting  as 
her  agent  at  the  time  of  taking  a  bill  of  sale,  etc,  is  a  part  of  the  res  guta^ 
and  therefore  competent  evidence  for  the  wife. 

Baloom,  J.  The  bill  of  sale  of  the  gooda,  from  Jones  to 
Mrs.  Kelly,  was  dated  and  executed  on  the  6th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1861.  Her  coverture  did  not  then  prevent  her  from 
purchasing  the  goods  and  going  into  trade  a£  a  shoe  merchant 
(Laws  of  1860,  p.  167,  §§  1,  3.) 

The  action  for  the  conversion  of  the  goods  by  the  defend* 
ant  was  properly  bought  in  her  name.  (Laws  of  1860,  p. 
168,  §  7;  Laws  of  1862,  p.  844,  §  7 ;  Code  §§  111,  114.) 

The  bill  of  sale  itself  authorized  Mrs.  Kelly  to  maintain 
the  action  in  her  own  name,  unless  it  was  impeached  for 
fraod.  (27  Barb.,  178 ;  ^  id.,  293 ;  4  Kern.,  665.) 

The  notes  surrendered,  «s  the  oonsideration  for  the  bill  of 
sale,  were  payable  to  Stra.  Kelly  or  order,  and  the  presump- 
tion was  that  they  were  given  for  a  consideration  moving 
from  her,  and  were  her  separate  property.  But  it  was  com- 
petent for  her  to  -prore  by  her  daughter,  Oatharine  D.  Jones, 
that  her  husband  gave  her  money  fi^m  time  to  time  and  told 
her  to  do  with  it  as  she  pleased;  and  that  die  kept  the 
.  money,  so  received,  herself,  and  deposited  it  in  a  bank.  This 
evidence  tended  to  establish  that  the  money,  she  loaned  to 
Jones  for  the  notes,  was  her  own  and  not  her  husband's. 
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A  gift  by  a  husband  to  a  wife  will  be  upheld,  when  the 
rights  of  creditors  are  not  in  question,  without  the  aid  of  the 
statutes  of  1848  or  1849,  1860  or  1862.  (17  Johns.,  548 ; 
3  Edwards'  Ch.,  92 ;  2  Kent's  Com.,  9th  ed.,  155  ;  4  Comst., 
284;  7  Johns.  Ch.,  57 ;  3  Paige,  440 ;  4  Barb.,  546 ;  8  Paige, 
161;  3  Bradf.,  7;  24N.  Y.,623;  2  Bosw.,  92;  2  Md.  Ch. 
Decis.,  353 ;  5  Penn.,  154 ;  29  id.,  43 ;  3  Cush.,  191 ;  6  id.  20.) 

The  husband  of  Mrs.  Kelly  acted  as  her  agent  in  taking 
the  bill  of  sale,  and  would  be  estopped  from  claiming  the 
goods  as  his  own. 

The  court,  therefore,  properly  charged  the  jury,  that  the 
bill  of  sale  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Kelly  the  title  to  the  goods,  as 
between  Jones  and  her  husband,  and  authorized  her  to  main- 
tain the  action  for  her  separate  property. 

The  foregoing  views  also  show  that  the  court  rightftdly 
refused  to  charge  the  jury  as  requested  by  the  defendant's 
counsel. 

The  whole  charge  is  not  set  out  in  the  case  and  we  must 
presume  that  the  question  of  fraud  was  properly  submitted 
to  the  jury. 

Whether  the  verdict  was  against  evidence  is  not  within 
the  province  of  this  court  to  determine.  The  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  that  it  was  not  against  evidence  is  conclusive 
upon  the  defendant. 

What  Mr.  Kelly  said  when  he  gave  his  wife  money,  ancl 
also  what  he  said  as  to  the  person  for  whom  he  was  acting 
when  he  took  the  bill  of  sale,  i.  «.,  that  he  was  acting  as 
agent  for  his  wife,  was  re8  gestm^  and  therefore  competent 
evidence  for  his  wife.  (23  K  Y.,  502 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  108 ; 
Cow.  &  HiU's  Notes,  592  to  606;  1  Denio,  141;  9  Barb., 
271;  29  id.,  290.) 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Davies,  J.,  ako  delivered  an  opinion  for  affirmance  and 
all  the  judges  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Joanna  Mdlford  and  others,  Bespondents,  v,  James  Mulles 
and  others,  executors,  etc.,  of  John  Cassidy,  deceased, 
Appellants. 

Parol  eyidence  is  competent  to  show  that  an  assignment,  absolute  in  terms,  is 
intended  as  collateral  security  merely. 

This  was  an  action,  that  was  bronght  in  the  Supreme 
Court  against  John  Cassidy,  since  deceased,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  on  certain  real  estate  situated  in  the  county  of 
SuflTolk ;  which  mortgage  was  dated  the  10th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1857,  and  executed  by  Cassidy  to  secure  the  payment  to 
the  plaintiffs  of  the  sum  of  $9,450,  with  interest  at  six  per 
cent,  in  the  manner  and  at  the  times  specified  in  the  condi- 
tion of  a  bond  given  by  Cassidy,  that  accompanied  the  mort- 
gage. 

The  condition  of  the  bond  contained  the  following  clause : 
"It  being  understood  that  said  Cassidy  shall  assign  and 
transfer  to  said  obligees  (who  were  the  plaintiffs),  $5,500  of 
the  principal  of  a  certain  judgment  obtained  in  the  Supreme 
Court  against  the  late  city  of  Williamsburgh,  together  with 
the  interest  that  may  accrue  thereon  at  six  per  cent  per 
annum,  and  which  judgment  and  interest,  when  paid  by  the 
city  of  Brooklyn,  shall  be  received  by  the  said  obligees  in 
full  for  the  sum  aforesaid,  the  said  Cassidy  hereby  guarantee- 
ing that  the  said  judgment  shall  be  collected  and  paid,  on  or 
before  the  date  aforesaid,  viz. :  the  tenth  day  of  September, 
1860." 

The  bond  bore  even  date  with -the  mortgage.  On  the  same 
day  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  given,  Cassidy  executed  an 
assignment,  bearing  date  on  that  day,  to  the  obligees  in  the 
bond,  who  were  the  plaintiffi,  which  recited  that  he  recovered 
a  judgment  against  the  city  of  Williamsburgh  on  the  5th  day 
of  August,  1857,  in  the  Supreme  Court,  for  $6,364.29  ;  and 
it  assigned  $5,500  of  the  judgment  to  the  plaintiffs,  with 
interest  thereon  at  six  per  cent ;  and  then  stated,  as  follows  : 
"  which  sum,  when  collected,  shall  be  applied  by  the  obligees, 
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upon  the  aforesaid  bond  of  Cassidy ;"  and  in  and  by  the 
assignment  Oassidy  covenanted  that  he  wonld  not  collect  or 
receive  the  $6,500,  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof,  nor 
release  nor  dischaige  the  said  judgment,  but  would  "  own  and 
allow"  all  lawful  proceedings  therein ;  "the  said  parties  of 
the  second  part  saving  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  harm- 
less of  and  from  any  costs  in  the  premises." 

The  defense  was,  that  the  $5,500,  of  said  judgment  and 
interest,  had  been  paid  and  received  in  such  a  manner  that 
the  same  should  be  allowed  and  credited  to  Oassidy  on  the 
bond  and  mortgage.  If  that  sum  and  interest  had  been  so 
applied  on  the  bond  and  mortgage  the  same  would  have  been 
satisfied. 

The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee. 

It  appeared  that  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  and 
prior  to  the  10th  day  of  November,  1857,  the  dty  of  Wil- 
liamsburgh  had  been  made  a  part  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn ; 
and  that  an  action  upon  the  judgment  against  the  latter  city 
was  then  pending,  which  had  been  brought  by  one  Stevenson, 
as  attorney,  upon  the  retainer  of  Cassidy.  The  city  of  Brook- 
lyn had  notice  of  the  assignment  to  the  plainti&  on  the  16th 
day  of  November,  1857. 

Stevenson  recovered  upon  the  judgment,  agaiiafit  the  city 
of  WiUiamsbui^gh,  another  judgment  against  the  city  of 
Brooklyn ;  and  he  received  the  money  due  on  the  last  meia- 
tioned  judgment  from  the  comptroller  of  the  latter  c^ty,  on 
the  18iJi  day  of  June,  1859,  "  in  the  character  of  attorney 
of  Cassidy."  Stevenson  testified  that  he  had  no  authority 
from  the  plaintiff  to  receive  the  money ;  and  that  he  acted 
under  the  directions  of  Cassidy  in  collecting  the  judgment. 
He  gave  a  satisfiEiction  piece  of  the  judgment  as  ^tomey  for 
Cassidy.  He  paid  $932.22  of  the  money  to  one  Maurice, 
on  the  orders  of  Cassidy.  Cassidy  directed  Stevenson  not 
to  pay  any  of  the  money  to  the  plaintifiB,  and  demanded  it 
of  Stevenson,  and  threat^ied  to  sue  him  if  he  did  not  pay 
it  to  him. 

Stevenson  paid  $3,000  of  the  money  to  the  plaintiffs* 
agent,  which  waa  applied  on  the  b(xid  and  mortgage.    He 
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refused  to  pay  any  more  of  the  money  to  the  plaintiffs,  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  a  prior  claim  to  the  same  for  services 
rendered  for  Cassidy,  as  his  attorney  and  counsel  on  claims 
against  the  cities  of  Brooklyn  and  Williamsburgh  under  a 
special  agreement.  But  the  terms  of  such  agreement  were 
not  proved. 

Cassidy  objected  and  excepted  to  the  admission  of  the  fol- 
lowing evidence :  1.  Parol  evidence  that  $5,500  of  the  judg- 
ment was  assigned  m  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of 
a  like  portion  of  the  money  mentioned  in  the  condition  of 
the  bond.  2.  Evidence  that  Cassidy  said,  before  the  assign- 
ment waa  executed,  that  he  did  not  expect  the  plaintiffs  to 
relinquish  any  claim  any  faster  than  the  money  was  paid. 
8.  That  the  plaintiff's  agent  told  him  the  plaintiff  would  not 
accept  any  assignment  of  the  judgment  as  payment  but  as 
collateral.  4.  The  evidence  of  what  Cassidy  said  to  Steven- 
son, hereinbefore  mentioned.  5.  That  Caasidy  directed  Ste- 
venson to  pay  $932.22  of  the  money  to  Maurice.  6.  The 
evidence  that  in  collecting  the  judgment  Stevenson  acted 
under  the  directions  of  Cassidy.  This  evidence  was  not 
contradicted. 

Cassidy's  counsel  asked  the  referee  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  breach  shown  in  the 
condition  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  ;  which  motion  the 
referee  denied,  and  Cassidy's  counsel  excepted. 

The  referee  found  there  was  due  on  the  bond  and  mortgage 
the  sum  of  $8,505.39.  He  refused  to  allow  thereon  any 
more  than  $3,000  of  the  money  collected  upon  the  judgment 
against  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  He  found  that,  although  the 
assignment  of  $5,500  of  the  judgment  against  the  city  of 
Williamsburgh  was  absolute,  it  was  intended  by  the  parties 
only  as  cc^lateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a  like  portion 
of  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage.  He  ako  found  the 
other  facts  hereinbefore  stated. 

Cassidy's  counsel  excepted  to  the  findings  of  the  referee. 

A  judgment  for  the  S£(le  of  the  mortgaged  premises  was 
entered  upon  the  decision'  of  the  referee  in  conformity  there- 
with ;  which  judgment  was  aflSu-med  at  a  General  Term  of 
5 
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the  Supreme  Court  in  the  second  district.  After  it  was 
affirmed  Cassidy  died  and  his  executors  were  substituted  as 
defendants  in  the  action,  and  they  appealed  from  the  judg- 
ment to  this  court. 

The  case  was  submitted  upon  printed  briefs. 

I).  P.  Bamardj  for  the  appellants. 

W.  P.  Buffett^  for  the  respondents. 

Balcjom,  J.  The  appellants'  counsel  contends  that  the 
referee  erred  in  allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  by  Stevenson 
that  he  acted  under  the  directions  of  Cassidy,  in  collecting 
the  judgment  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn  ;  and  that  the  referee 
also  erred  in  permitting  Stevenson  to  testify  that  Cassidy 
directed  him  not  to  pay  the  money  he  received  upon  that 
judgment  from  the  comptroller  of  said  city,  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  threatened  to  sue  him  if  he  should  pay  such  money  to 
them.  His  position  is,  that  if  Stevenson  was  the  attorney  of 
Cassidy,  any  directions  the  latter  gave  the  former,  and  all 
conversations  between  them,  touching  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  and  the  disposition  of  the  money  received  thereon, 
were  covered  by  the  seal  of  professional  confidence. 

The  decisions  of  the  referee  in  admitting  this  evidence 
were  so  palpably  correct,  that  I  need  only  say  the  facts  testi- 
fied to  by  Stevenson  were  not  of  the  character  which  an 
attorney  is  prohibited  from  disclosing  as  a  witness  without 
the  consent  of  his  client.  (1  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  245.) 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  referee  erred 
in  receiving  parol  evidence  of  what  was  said  between  Cassidy 
and  the  plaintii&'  agent,  before  the  assignment  of  $5,600  of 
the  judgment  against  the  city  of  Williamsburgh  was  made 
to  the  plaintiffs,  to  show  that  the  assignment  was  taken  by 
the  plaintiflfe  as  collateral  security  for  a  like  portion  of  the 
money  mentioned  in  the  bond  and  mortgage;  for  the  assign- 
ment and  bond,  themselves,  clearly  establish  that  fact.  Those 
instruments  show  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  to  apply  the 
$5,500,  and  interest  thereon,  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage 
until  the  same  should  be  collected  or  received  by  them,  or 
some  agent  or  attorney  for  them  by  their  authority. 
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The  question  is  not  whether  the  plaintiffs  could  have  com- 
pelled the  city  of  Brooklyn  to  pay  the  $6,500,  and  interest, 
again  to  them,  after  the  comptroller  had  paid  the  same  to 
Stevenson  or  whether  they  could  have  collected  that  money 
of  Stevenson  after  he  received  it ;  but  whether  Cassidy,  after 
Stevenson  had  collected  the  money,  as  his  attorney  and  under 
his  directions,  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  and  by  his  directions 
had  reftised  to  pay  $2,500  of  the  same,  and  the  interest,  over 
to  the  plain tiffi,  could  compel  the  plaintiffs  to  apply  the  por- 
tion not  paid  over  to  them,  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage. 

Cassidy  covenanted  in  the  assignment  of  the  $5,500  and 
interest,  that  he  would  not  collect  or  receive  the  same,  or  any 
part  thereof,  nor  release  nor  discharge  the  judgment;  yet 
Stevenson  did  all  of  these  things  and  retained  $2,500  of  the 
money,  besides  interest,  by  his  directions ;  and  according  to 
the  bond  as  well  as  the  assignment,  the  plaintiff  were  not 
to  apply  any  portion  of  the  $5,500,  and  interest,  upon  the 
bond  and  mortgage  until  the  same  should  be  collected  — 
which  means  collected  by  them  or  their  agent  or  attorney 
— and  not  by  Stevenson,  whom  they  did  not  employ,  and 
who  never  professed  to  act  as  their  agent  or  attorney. 

These  facts  clearly  estopped  Cassidy  from  claiming  that 
Stevenson  was  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiffs  in  collecting  or 
receiving  any  portion  of  the  judgment;  and  also  estopped 
him  from  insisting. that  Stevenson  did  not  collect  the  whole 
judgment  and  retain  $2,500  of  it,  besides  interest,  as  his 
attorney. 

The  case  therefore  was  correctly  determined  by  the  ref- 
eree, and  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  conformity 
therewith  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Jambs  Eabl,  Appellant,  v.  Dbbbick  Olute,  Jr.,  Eespondent. 

It  is  not  competent  to  prove,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  the  fact,  that  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  was  executed  as  security  for  a  note  given  to  compound  a  felony, 
that  one  of  the  assignors  of  the  mortgage,  said  before  the  assignment  thereof, 
that  he  knew  the  mortgage  was  given  to  settle  and  drop  a  criminal  prose- 
cution. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  affirming  a  judgment 
entered  against  the  appellant,  and  in  favor  of  the  respondent, 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  personal  property,  vi^. 
one  gray,  horse.  The  action  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Sara- 
toga circuit,  on  the  21st  day  of  September,  1858,  before 
Justice  RosEKRANs  and  a  jury.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  he 
owned  the  horse  in  question  in  September,  1856 ;  and  that 
he  remained  in  his  possession  until  about  January  29th,  1857, 
when  he  was  taken  away  by  Thomas  J.  Clute,  and  delivered 
to  the  defendant.  That  on  or  about  March  6th,  1858^  the 
plaintiff  caused  the  said  horse  to  be  demanded  of  the  defend- 
ant ;  but  fhe  defendant  refdsed  to  give  him  up.  The  prop- 
erty was  taken  from  the  defendant  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  on  that  day  by  virtue  of  proceedings  in  that  action. 
The  value  of  the  property  was  admitted  to  be  $90.  The 
plaintiff  then  rested.  The  defendant's  evidence  went  to 
prove  that  he  was  the  owner  of  said  property,  and  had 
acquired  the  same  by  purchase  from  Thomas  J.  Clute  about 
February  20,  1857,  and  that  Thomas  J.  Clute  had  acquired 
the  right  to  the  hoi'se  by  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage  exe- 
cuted on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  one  Close,  Begraff  and 
Van  Hyning,  who  had  for  value  assigned  the  same  to  Clute. 

In  regard  to  this  mortgage  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  it 
was  void  as  given  by  plaintiff  and  his  son  James  Emmett 
Earl  to  compound  a  felony,  to  wit :  a  complaint  for  perjury 
made  by  one  McCarty,  a  defendant  in  a  suit  tried  before  a 
justice,  in  which  the  son,  J.  E.  Earl,  had  testified  falsely 
against  him.  The  mortgage  was  in  fact  given  as  a  collateral 
security  for  a  note  which  the  mortgagees  had  signed  for  Earl 
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and  his  son,  and  as  this  note  was  given  to  McCarty  and  for 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  which  was  obtained  against 
McCarty,  it  was  claimed  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  the  object  of  the  mortgage  was  to  hush  up  tlie 
charge  of  perjury  against  the  son.  But  there  was  no  direct 
evidence  that  it  was  given  for  such  purpose,  and  the  mort- 
gagees denied  it,  and  the  evidence  was  decisive  in  their  favor. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  by  William  B.  Harris,  that 
Fellows,  who  held  another  mortgage  on  the  property,  stated 
to  Van  Hyning  before  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to 
Clute,  that  he.  Fellows,  had  a  mortgage  upon  the  horse 
in  question,  and  asked  Van  Hyning  if  he  did  not  know 
that  the  mortgage  in  question  was  given  to  settle  and 
drop  that  criminal  prosecution  against  Emmett.  To  which 
Van  Hyning  replied,  he  did.  The  evidence  was  objected  to 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  counsel  as  not  competent  in 
this  action,  it  being  hearsay  evidence.  The  objection  was 
sustained  by  the  court,  and  evidence  excluded,  to  which  tlie 
plaintiff's  counsel  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  diowed  by  Gideon  Close,  who  was  sworn  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  prior  to  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage  in  question,  the  plaintiff  stated  to  said  witness  that 
the  consideration  for  which  the  mortgage  was  to  b^  given 
was  not  to  be  used  or  given  to  settle  or  drop  the  criminal 
prosecution,  but  to  pay  back  a  judgment  obtained  against 
McCarty,  which  he,  plaintiff,  assigned  to  Fellows.  That 
Close  communicated  the  statements  made  by  plaintiff  to  him, 
to  Degraff  and  Van  Hyning,  who,  together  with  the  witness, 
gave  their  note  and  money  for  the  mortgage  in  question. 
The  plaintiff  then  rested. 

The  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  asked  to  submit  the  questions  of  fact 
to  the  jury,  but  the  court  refused,  and  granted  the  motion  for 
a  nonsuit,  to  which  refusal  and  decision  the  plaintiff  duly 
excepted.  Judgment  of  nonsuit  was  thereupon  entered,  and, 
on  appeal  to  the  general  term,  affirmed.  From  the  latter 
judgment  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 
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JoTm  K.  Porter  J  for  the  plaintiff  (appellant). 
T.  J.  Clute^  for  the  defendant  (respondent). 

HoGEBOOM,  J.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  by  Wil- 
liam B.  Harris,  that  one  Fellows  stated  to  Van  Hyning 
(one  of  the  mortgagees)  before  the  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage to  Clute,  that  he  had  a  mortgage  npon  the  property  in 
question,  and  asked  Yan  Hyning  if  he  did  not  know  that 
the  mortgage  in  question  was  given  to  settle  and  drop 
the  criminal  prosecution  against  James  Emmett  Earl;  to 
which  he  replied  he  did.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by 
defendant's  counsel  as  not  competent  in  this  action,  and  the 
objection  was  sustained  by  the  court,  and  the  evidence 
excluded.  To  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  duly  excepted. 
This  exception  is  not  well  taken.  In  the  first  place,  it  was 
not  material  to  this  issue,  whether  Fellows  had  a  mortgage 
upon  the  property  in  question,  and  as  this  evidence  was  pro- 
perly excluded,  the  whole  exception,  being  general,  must  fail. 
Again,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  evidence,  the  offer  was  to  show 
an  admimon  by  one  of  the  mortgagees ;  that  before  he  had 
made  the  assignment  to  Clute,  not  before  he  took  the  mort- 
gage, he  knew  it  was  given  to  settle  a  criminal  prosecution. 
Knowledge  acquired  at  so  late  a  period  could  not  invalidate 
the  mortgage.  Besides,  Van  Hyning  himself  was  a  com- 
petent witness,  and  his  admissions  improper  testimony.  The 
true  question  was,  whether  the  mortgage  was  m  fact  given 
for  an  illegal  consideration;  not  whether  he  had  said  so. 
{Podge  V.  Cagwin^  7  Hill*  361.) 

The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  also  properly  disposed  of. 
There  was  no  suflScient  evidence  that  there  was  any  agree- 
ment to  compound  a  felony  ;  still  less,  that  the  mortgage  was 
the  result  of  such  an  agreement  to  compound  a  felony ;  still 
less,  that  the  mortgagees  had  knowledge  that  the  note  which 
the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure,  was  tainted  by  such  an 
illegal  purpose.  All  which  were  essential  to  make  the  mort- 
gage invalid,  even  as  against  them. 

The  evidence  was  insuflScient  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  or  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  for  that  purpose. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed. 
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Jambs  Fbeeland,  Eespondent,   v,   George  Vak  Cahpen, 

Appellant. 

Parties  to  protested  negotiable  paper  may,  by  special  agreement,  provide  for 
taking  up  such  paper,  without  altering  the  status  of  their  legal  rights  in 
respect  to  each  other. 

Hogeboom,  J.  The  rights  of  the  parties  depend  upon  the 
tme  construction  to  be  given  to  transactions  between  them 
at  their  different  dates. 

On  the  27th  of  February,  1854,  the  plaintiff  purchased  of 
the  defendant  lumber,  the  supposed  quantity  of  which  entitled 
the  latter  to  compensation  to  the  amount  of  $2,660,  and  for 
this  amount  the  plaintiff  gave  to  the  defendant  his  negotiable 
note,  indorsed  by  one  Blackmore,  payable  at  the  Leather 
Manufacturers'  Bank  in  Jffew  York,  on  the  Slst  day  of  May, 
1854.  This  note  was  shortly  thereafter  negotiated  by  the 
defendant  at  the  Steuben  County  Bank,  and  both  parties 
became  liable  upon  it.  Before  its  maturity,  and  on  the  29th 
day  of  May,  1854,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  accounted 
together  in  regard  to  the  lumber,  and  by  measurement  ascer- 
tained a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  which  entitled  the  plaintiff 
to  a  deduction  of  $677.95  from  the  purchase  price ;  so  that 
the  true  amount  for  which  he  was  liable  to  the  defendant  on 
account  of  the  lumber  was  $1,982.05,  instead  of  $2,660. 
Some  provision  therefore  was  to  be  made  for  this ;  especially 
as  the  $2,660  note  would  mature  in  a  few  days.  The  plain- 
tiff was  then  in  possession  of  a  good  and  collectible  draft 
drawn  by  Almy  &  Wilcox,  of  Cincinnati,  on  Duncan,  Sher- 
man &  Co.,  of  New  York,  payable  without  grace  on  the  1st 
day  of  June  then  next.  This  was  less  than  his  just  indebt- 
edness to  the  defendant  by  the  sum  of  $384.90.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  executed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  his  note 
for  the  last  named  sum,  payable  on  the  1st  day  of  August 
thereafter,  at  the  Leather  Manufacturers'  Bank  in  New  York, 
and  also  indorsed  and  delivered  to  him  the  draft  before 
mentioned  in  fvR  payment  of  the  note  of  $2,660.  This 
agreement  was  reduced  to  writing  at  the  time.     The  legal 
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effect  of  it  was,  I  think,  as  between  the  present  parties,  to 
make  the  defendant  and  not  the  plaintiff  liable  to  pay  the 
$3,660  note  at  the  Stenben  County  Bank.  The  plaintiff  had 
pnt  into  the  defendant's  hands  available  paper  to  pay  so 
mnch  of  that  note  as  he  was  equitably  bonnd  to  pay.  He 
had  in  effect  negotiated  or  sold  to  the  defendant  such  avail- 
able paper  in  full  payment  and  extinguishment  of  such 
liability.  The  defendant  could  doubtless  have  realized  the 
full  amount  by  negotiating  it  at  the  Steuben  County  Bank. 
If  he  had  done  so  and  had  procured  the  discount  of  his  own 
paper  for  the  balance,  the  $2,660  note  would  have  been  paid, 
and  both  parties  would  then  have  remained  liable,  as  between 
themselves,  for  precisely  what  was  equitable  between  them. 
This  was  doubtless  what  was  intended.  At  all  events,  for  a 
perfectly  valid  price  and  consideration,  to  wit :  the  plaintiff's 
note  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  the  Cincinnati  draft,  also 
not  yet  matured,  the  plaintiff  paid  so  much  of  the  $2,660 
note  as  he  was,  as  between  the  parties,  bound  to  pay,  and 
these  were  received  inpayment.  Such  is  the  language  of  the 
written  contract,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  alter  or 
qualify  its  effect.  The  legal  effect  of  the  transaction  was 
not,  as  the  defendant's  counsel  supposes,  to  make  the  defend- 
ant the  mere  bailee  or.  agent  of  the  plaintiff  to  negotiate  and 
collect  the  draft  and  small  note  and  apply  the  proceeds  to 
the  extinguishment  of  the  $2,660  note.  Even  if  such  was  the 
transaction,  the  defendant  neglected  his  duty  in  not  promptly 
transmitting  the  draft  for  collection,  and  if  the  plaintiff  in 
any  way  subsequently  paid  of  this  amount  of  $2,660  more 
than  by  this  agreement  it  was  intended  he  should  pay,  it  is 
not  perceived  why  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  recover  it 
as  money  paid  for  and  on  account  of  the  defendant.  By 
reason  of  the  defendant's  negligence  in  forwarding  the  draft 
for  collection  it  was  not  seasonably  protested,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  discharged  from  his  liability  as  indorser. 

On  the  10th  of  August,  1854,  the  parties  made  a  further 
agreement  in  writing,  reciting  the  forgoing  facts,  and  that  the 
$2,660  note  and  the  $1,597.15  draft  were  still  unpaid,  and 
stipulating  that  for  the  present  the  plaintiff  should  take  care 
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of  80  much  of  said  note  of  $2,660  as  equaled  the  amount  of 
the  draft,  and  that  the  defendant  should  take  care  of  the 
balance;  but  without  in  any  respect  altering  existing,  or 
creating  new  or  different  liabilities  of  the  parties  to  each 
other  or  to  other  persons. 

After  this  explicit  statement  and  reservation  of  their  rights, 
I  do  not  see  how,  by  this  arrangement,  the  position  of  the 
parties  was  in  any  respect  changed.  The  plaintiflF  must  by 
this  time  have  paid  his  $380.90  note,  for  it  had  just  previously 
matured,  and  nothing  further  is  said  about  it.  He  was  also 
legally  discharged  from  his  liability  on  the  draft  because  it 
had  not  been  duly  protested.  On  the  same  day  he  performed 
his  part  of  the  agreement  of  that  date  by  paying  $1,620.83 
on  the  $2,660  note,  the  defendant  paying  the  balance.  It 
being  necessary  to  take  measures  to  collect  the  draft,  the 
defendant  placed  it  in  the  plaintiff's  hands  for  that  purpose^ 
It  was  prosecuted  against  Duncan,  Sherman  &  Co.,  by  the 
advice  of  the  defendant,  and  in  his  name,  the  defendant 
giving  the  plaintiff  written  authority  for  that  purpose,  and 
authority  to  receive  and  control  the  proceeds  when  collected. 
The  suit  brought  against  Duncan,  Sherman  &  Oo.  was  ulti- 
mately, and  on  the  26th  of  February,  1857,  compromised, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  defendant,  upon  payment 
of  the  principal  of  the  draft,  without  interest  or  costs.  The 
plaintiff 's  costs,  $60,  and  $8  for  exchange,  being  deducted  by 
the  attorneys  from  the  same.  The  balance,  $1,529.15,  was 
put  into  the  plaintiff's  hands  on  the  26th  day  of  February, 
1867.  The  difference  between  this  sum  and  the  amount  paid 
by  him  in  August  1854,  with  interest  thereon,  was  the  amount 
which  the  plaintiff  recovered  on  the  trial,  with  the  exception 
of  one  or  two  small  items  of  claim"  and  set-off  which  were 
not  disputed. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  tiiis  amount.  The 
rights  of  the  parties  were  jBixed  by  the  agreement  of  May 
2dth,  1854,  and  not  altered  by  tiie  agreement  of  August 
10th  following.  The  arrangement  for  taking  up  the  $2,660 
note  was  a  temporary  one,  and  the  amount  then  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  wholly  in  excess  of  what  was  due  from  him.  The 
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debt  was  the  debt  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  in  effect 
his  surety  on  the  note.  The  draft  was  subsequently  prose- 
cuted for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  the  expenses  of 
collection  lawfully  deducted  from  the  amount  with  which  the 
plaintiff  was  otherwise  chargeable.  By  giving  effect  to  this 
arrangement,  the  intentions  of  the  parties  will  be  carried  out, 
justice  done,  and  the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  preserved. 
I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


Samuel  G.  Ogden,  Jr.,  v.  William  M.  Raymond  and  Wil- 
liam H.  FOEBES. 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (1  R.  S.  591,  §  S\  prohibiting  tlie  con- 
veyance, etc.,  of  real  property,  or  other  effects  of  a  corporation,  etc ,  exceed- 
ing one  thousand  dollars  in  value,  without  being  authorized  by  a  previous  res- 
olution of  its  board  of  directors,  has  no  application  to  a  case  of  transfer  to  a 
bona  fide  holder  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

Appeal  from  Judgment  of  SiipeHor  Cowrt  of  New  York. 

O.  W.  Stevens^  for  the  plaintiflf. 

P,  Y.  CuUeTy  for  the  defendant. 

Wright,  J.  The  case  of  Ogden  v.  Andre  omd  others^ 
decided  by  this  court  at  the  last  March  Term  in  its  principal 
features  and  in  the  questions  raised  by  the  appellants,  was 
like  the  present  one.  Both  actions  were  upon  subscription 
or  advance  premium  notes  held  by  the  International  Insu- 
rance company,  and  transferred  by  such  company  to  Samuel 
G.  Ogden,  senior,  as  security  for  a  loan  of  $19,000,  made  by 
the  latter  to  the  company  to  meet  its  liabilities.  There  was 
no  evidence  in  either  case  tending  to  show  that  the  senior 
Ogden  was  not  a  honafde  holder  of  the  notes,  nor  that  they 
had  not  been  negotiated  by  the  insurance  company  in  the 
course  of  business  ;  and  in  the  present  case  these  facts  were 
not  put  in  issue  by  the  pleading.  In  both  cases  the  transfer 
of  the  notes  was  made  by  the  president  of  the  company 
without  any  previous  resolution  of  the  board  of  trustees ; 
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but  in  this  case  the  question  of  the  authority  of  the  officer 
to  act  without  such  resolution  is  not  involved.  The  com- 
plaint averred  that  the  note  was  duly  indorsed,  transferred 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  International  Insurance 
company,  and  that  fact  was  not  denied  by  the  answer  of  the 
defendants. 

In  the  case  of  Ogden  v.  Andre  it  was  held  that  the  insur- 
ance company  had  authority  to  transfer  the  notes  to.  Ogden  ; 
and  that  such  transfer  was  not  invalid  as  being  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  article  1,  title  2,  chapter 
18,  part  I.  of  the  Eevised  Statutes.  (1  R.  S.,  591,  §  8.)  The 
insurance  company  was  authorized  by  its  act  of  incorporation 
to  pledge  or  negotiate  the  notes  for  money  borrowed  (Laws 
of  1844,  chap.  115,  §  11 ;  Laws  of  1855,  chap.  295) ;  and  the 
provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  has  no  application  to 
the  case  of  a  transfer  to  a  hona  jide  holder  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  The  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  is 
that  "No  conveyance,  assignment  or  transfer  not  author- 
ized by  a  previous  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors  shall  be 
made  by  any  such  corporation  of  any  of  its  real  estate,  or  of 
any  of  its  effects,  exceeding  the  value  of  one  thousand  dol- 
lars ;"  but  this  section  shall  "  not  be  construed  to  render 
void  any  conveyance,  assignment  or  transfer  in  the  hands  of 
a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  without  notice." 
(1  R.  S.,  591,  §  8.)  If  the.  section  has  any  application  to  the 
transfer  of  a  promissory  or  subscription  note  bought  by  an 
insurance  company  in  the  course  of  business,  to  earn  money 
to  meet  its  liabilities,  this  case  does  not  fall  within*  it. 
Ogden,  the  transferrer,  was  a  hona  fide  holder.  Besides,  in 
this  case  the  property  transferred  did  not  exceed  the  value 
of  one  thousand  dollars.  It  was  the  defendant's  promissory 
note  for  $750  which  had  not  matured  at  the  time  of  the 
negotiation. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  were  for  affirmance. 

Affirmed. 
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Hbnbt  G.  Riob  etal.^v.  Ralph  Henet  Isham. 

Questions  of  fact  upon  a  trial  before  a  judge  without  a  jury,  and  before  a  ref- 
eree, are  open  to  examination  only  upon  an  appeal  to  the  General  Term  of 
the  court  in  which  the  trial  took  place. 

If  it  cannot  be  made  ont  from  the  findings  whetlier  the  judgment  is  right  or 
•     wrong,  it  will  be  assumed  to  be  correct  and  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

Such  judgment,  to  be  reversed,  must  appear  to  be  erroneous  by  applying  the 
conclusions  of  law,  or  the  general  judgment  pronounced,  to  the  conclusions 
of  fact  stated  in  the  flndiugs. 

When,  through  the  inadvertance  of  counsel,  the  facts  are  so  presented  that  it  is 
impossible,  without  violating  well-settled  rules  of  practice,  to  do  justice 
between  the  parties,  this  court  has  power  to  snspend  tlie  judgment  in  order  to 
enable  the  party,  whose  rights  might  otlierwiso  suffer,  to  apply  to  the  court 
Hrom  whose  judgment  the  appeal  was  taken,  for  a  re-seltlement  of  the  case. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  This  action  was  in  the  nature  of  assumpsit  for 
money  paid  to  the  defendant's  use  at  his  request,  and  was 
brought  in  the  Common  Pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  to  recover  an  alleged  balance  of  $3,772.09,  claimed  to  be 
due  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  advances  as  the  factors  of  the  defendant, 
who  was  a  manufacturer  of  felt  goods  at  Glenville,  in  Con- 
necticut, the  plaintiffi  carrying  on  their  business  at  the  city 
of  Baltimore.  The  facts,  as  found  by  the  referee  before  whom 
the  case  was  tried,  were  as  follows :  In  February,  1852,  an 
arrangement  was  entered  into  between  the  parties  by  mutual 
letters  passing  between  them  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant 
should  make  consignments  of  his  goods  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
sale  on  commission,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  should  accept  the 
defendant's  bills  at  six  months  for  two-thirds  6f  the  market 
value  of  the  goods.  During  the  course  of  the  dealings  which 
ensued,  the  individuals  of  the  firm  of  the  factors  was  changed 
by  the  retirement  of  one  of  the  partners  and  the  taking  in  of 
a  new  partner,  but  after  the  close  of  the  transactions  the  out- 
going partner  assigned  his  interest  in  the  claim  against  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  no  point  is  now  made 
upon  the  question  of  parties.  Business  of  the  character  con- 
templated was  commenced  and  carried  on  down  to  and 
including  June  17, 1854,  one  Whjttal  acting  as  the  agent  of 
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the  defendaut,  he  having  been  named  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiffs  as  the  person  who,  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, would  forward  the  goods  and  draw  the  drafts.  Eight 
several  consignments  of  goods  were  made  to  the  plaintiflFs, 
the  last  of  which  was  forwarded  on  the  2l8t  January,  1854. 
The  defendant  drew  a  large  number  of  bills  on  the  plaintiffs, 
the  last  of  which  was  dated  June  17,  1864.  These  were 
drawn  by  Whittal  as  agent,  to  the  order  of,  and  were  indorsed 
by  the  defendant,  and  they  were  payable  six  months  after 
date.  They  were  accepted  and  paid  at  maturity  by  the 
plaintiffs,  the  drawees.  The  goods  consigned  were,  after  con- 
siderable delay,  finally  sold ;  and,  after  crediting  the  proceeds, 
there  remained  a  balance  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  20th  February,  1856,  of  the  amount  above 
mentioned. 

The  defense  set  up  arose  in  part  out  of  an  alleged  change 
in  the  proprietorship  of  the  manufacturing  business,  by 
means  of  which,  as  the  defendant  insisted,  the  liability  for 
the  advances,  or  a  portion  of  them,  had  devolved  upon  an 
association  or  corporation  which  had  succeeded  to  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing  the  felt  goods,  and  which  had  taken 
the  place  of  the  defendant  in  the  dealings  with  the  plaintiffs. 
On  that  subject  the  referee  found  that  the  manufacturing 
business  was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  until 
the  month  of  December,  1863,  when,  for  reasons  of  con 
venience  and  advantage  to  himself,  the  name  of  "  The  Glen- 
ville  Woolen  Company  "  was  used  by  him,  but  without  any 
change  of  interest ;  and  that  on  the  25th  May,  1854,  a  pre- 
liminary meeting  for  the  organization  of  a  company  under 
the  laws  of  Connecticut  was  held,  and  that  on  the  next  day  a 
second  meeting  was  held ;  but  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no 
notice  of  such  movements  until  on  or  about  the  13th  July, 
1854 ;  that  said  company  was  not  completely  organized,  or 
authorized  to  conamence  business  until  the  13th  day  of  De- 
cember in  that  year ;  that  the  plaintiffs  had  never  received 
any  notice  forbidding  them  to  pay  their  acceptances,  that 
they  had  not  received  any  consideration  for  discharging  the 
defendant  from  his  liability,  nor  had  ever  agreed  to  discharge 
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him  or  to  accept  the  corporation  as  their  debtor  instead  of 
the-  defendant.  The  referee  accordingly  reported  that  in 
point  of  law  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  the  above 
mentioned  balance  with  interest ;  and  judgment  was  ren- 
dered accordingly,  which  was  affirmed  at  a  General  Term. 

Upon  this  statement  of  facts,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  any 
question  of  law  can  arise.  Primafade^  it  is  an  ordinary  case 
between  factor  and  principal,  where  the  factor  has  advanced 
in  excess  of  the  proceeds  of  goods  placed  in  his  hands  to  be 
sold.  It  is  very  familiar  law,  that  in  such  cases  an  action  of 
assumpsit  upon  the  implied  contract,  arises  in  favor  of  the 
factor,  to  recover  the  balance  against  the  principal.  Accord- 
ingly, the  trial  and  the  argument  of  the  defendant's  coxmsel 
bring  forward  a  variety  of  facts  found  in  the  testimony,  which, 
as  it  is  alleged,  show  that  the  referee  arrived  at  incorrect  con- 
clusions of  fact  upon  the  evidence.  Twelve  of  the  fourteen 
exceptions  to  the  report,  are  based  upon  an  alleged  want  of 
evidence,  to  sustain  his  conclusions.  The  thirteenth  claims 
that  certain  facts  should  have  been  found,  which  are  not 
found,  find  the  last  is  a  general  exception  to  all  their  conclu- 
sions of  law  and  fact.  The  statement  of  facts  found  contained 
in  the  case  were  made  in  pursuance  of  an  express  provision  of 
the  Code  (§  272);  and  it  is  furthermore  explicitly  provided, 
that  although  questions  of  law,  arising  upon  trials,  before 
a  judge  without  a  jury,  and  before  a  referee,  may  be  reviewed 
upon  every  stage  of  the  appeal,  the  questions  of  fact  are  open 
to  examination  only  upon  an  appeal  to  the  General  Term  of 
the  court  in  which  the  trial  took  place.  (§§  268, 272.)  Plain 
as  this  seems  to  be,  upon  the  language  of  the  statute,  it  has 
frequently  been  found  necessary  to  re-assert  it,  and  the  deci- 
sions have  been  uniform  and  consistent.  {Dams  v.  AUen^ 

3  Comst.,  168 ;  Easterly  v.  Cole^  id.,  602 ;  Borst  v.  Spelman, 

4  id.,  284;  Western  v.  The  Mtd,  Ins.  Co.,  2  Kern.,  258; 
Dunham  v.  Wathms,  id.,  556 ;  Oriscom  v.  The  Mayor  of 
Nem  Torh,  id.,  686  ;  Emit  v.  Bloomer,  3  id.,  341 ;  Johnson 
V.  WhiOock,  id.,  344 ;  Magie  v.  Baker,  4  id.,  435 ;  SnvUh  v. 
Orami,,  15  N.  T.,  590  ;  Tv/mer  v.  Haight,  16  id.,  465 ;  Otts 
V.  SpenoeTy  id.,  610 ;  Griffin  v.  Ma/rqua/rdty  17  id.,  28 ;   Yide 
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V.  The  Troy  and  Boston  R.  R,  Co.^  20  id.,  184 ;  Carm/m  v. 
Pvltz,  21  id.,  547 ;  Orwat  v.  Mc/rse,  22  id.,  323.)  Some  of 
these  cases,  and  especially  the  one  last  noted,  show  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  party  who  designs  to  appeal  to  this  court  to 
procure  such  a  finding  of  the  facts,  as  to  show  aflBrmatively  the 
error  upon  which  he  relies.  If  it  cannot  be  made  out  from  the 
findings,  whether  the  judgment  is  right  or  wrong,  it  will  be 
assumed  to  be  correct,  and  will  accordingly  be  affirmed  ;  in 
other  words,  the  judgment  must  appear  to  be  erroneous  by 
applying  the  conclusions  of  law,  or  the  general  judgment  pro- 
nounced, to  the  conclusion  of  facts  stated  in  the  findings,  or 
the  appellant  cannot  ask  for  a  reversal.  But  as  has  been  said, 
the  facts  found  in  the  present  case  fiiUy  sustain  the  judg- 
ment given,  and  it  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

It  sometimes  happens  that  by  an  inadvertance  of  counsel 
the  facts  are  presented  in  such  a  manner  that  it  is  impossible, 
without  violating  well-settled  rules  of  practice,  to  do  justice 
between  the  parties.  In  such  cases  it  is  in  our  power  to  sus- 
pend the  judgment  here,  in  order  to  enable  the  party  whose 
rights  might  otherwise  sufler,  to  apply  to  the  court  from 
whose  judgment  the  appeal  was  taken  for  a  re-settlement  of 
the  case.  It  having  been  very  earnestly  insisted  in  this  case 
that  if  the  facts  could  be  examined,  without  prejudice  from 
the  findings  of  the  referee,  it  would  appear  that  the  judgment 
was  manifestly  wrong,  I  have  looked  into  the  testimony 
with  a  view  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  referred  to  if  it 
should  be  invoked. 

It  is  contended  that  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  charged 
with  two  of  the  drafts  which  were  drawn  upon,  and  accepted 
and  paid  by  the  plaintifis,  because,  as  it  is  said,  they  were 
drawn  after  the  defendant  had  disposed  of  his  interest  in  the 
manufacturing  business.  They  were  dated  respectively  the 
27th  May,  and  17th  June,  1854,  for  $800  and  $700,  by 
Whittal  as  agent,  and  were  in  no  manner  distinguishable  in 
form,  or  otherwise,  from  those  which  he  had  been  accustomed 
to  draw  when  the  defendant  was  confessedly  carrying  on  the 
business  under  the  name  of  the  Glenville  Woollen  Company. 
Conceding  that  the  transfer  of  interest  had  taken  place  before 
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their  date,  the  plaintiffs  had  no  notice  of  any  such  fact  or  of 
any  change  in  the  proprietorship  of  the  business  nntil  the 
13th  July,  which  was  nearly  a  month  after  the  drawing  of 
the  last.  Whittal  was  the  indiridnal  named  by  the  defend* 
ant  as  the  person  who  would  draw  the  drafts  on  his  behalf, 
and  he  had  drawn  all  which  preceded  these  two  in  question. 
Upon  these  facts  there  could  be  no  question  but  that  the 
acceptances  were  property  chargeable  to  the  defendant.  If 
one  employ  an  agent  who  deals  with  another  on  account  of 
his  principal,  and  he  revoke  the  agency  but  do  not  give 
notice  to  the  party  with  whom  the  agent  had  dealt,  the  prin- 
cipal is  bound  by  the  subsequent  dealings  had  in  good  faith 
with  the  agent.  (Paley  on  Agency,  by  Lloyd,  170,  188; 
Story  on  Agency,  §  470 ;  2  Kent's  Com.,  615 ;  Vernon  v. 
McmhaUan  Co.,  22  Wend.,  183.) 

Another  position  of  the  defendant's  counsel  is  that  the 
plaintiffs'  acceptances  to  a  considerable  amount,  matured  and 
were  paid  after  the  defendant  had  ceased  to  be  interested  in 
the  business,  and  it  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  corpora- 
tion. It  is  urged  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  accept- 
ances Iiad  been  negotiated  to  a  honafide  holder.  The  course 
of  business  was  for  Mr.  Whittal  to  send  the  drafts,  which  were 
payable  at  six  months,  to  the  plaintiffs  for  acceptance,  who 
returned  them  accepted,  either  to  Whittal  or  to  some  other 
agent  of  the  drawer  named  by  him.  The  evidence  does  not 
show  who  was  the  holder  when  this  paper  matured,  though 
the  circumstances  render  it  extremely  probable  that  the 
defendant  or  Whittal  used  them  by  procuring  them  to  be 
discounted  in  the  course  of  the  business.  Still  the  evidence 
is  not  positive  to  that  point.  When  produced  by  the  plain- 
tiflfe  on  the  trial  they  all  bore  the  blank  indorsement  of  the 
defendant.  To  chaise  the  plaintiffs  with  having  paid  them 
in  their  own  money  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  the  right  to 
chaige  the  defendant  with  such  payment,  an  unlawful  diver- 
sion of  them  should  have  been  proved,  and  that  plaintiffi  paid 
them  with  notice  of  such  diversion.  As  the  evidence  stands, 
it  presents  only  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  accepting  negotiable 
biUs  at  the  defendant's  request,  under  the  arrangement  to 
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accept  by  way  of  advance,  placing  such  acceptances  in  his 
hands  to  do  with  them  as  he  pleased,  and  paying  the  bills  to 
the  holder  at  maturity.  There  is,  I  think,  no  principle  which 
can  justly  preclude  the  plaintife  from  charging  the  defend- 
ant with  the  money  thus  paid. 

The  defendant's  counsel  contends,  lastly,  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  released  the  defendant  by  means  of  their  dealings  with 
the  company  to  whom  he  had  transferred  the  manufacturing 
business.  The  defendant  gave  in  evidence  an  instrument 
dated  June  28,  1854,  by  which  certain  parties  describing 
themselves  as  the  president,  treasurer  and  agent  of  the  Glen- 
ville  woolen  company,  in  consideration  of  a  transfer  to  that 
company  made  by  the  defendant,  of  the  property  employed 
in  the  manufacturing  business  there,  engaged  to  assume  the 
defendant's  liat>ilitie8  incurred  in  that  business  and  to  indem- 
nify him  against  such  liabilities.  The  plaintiffs  received 
notice  of  the  change  of  the  business  on  the  13th  July  there- 
after, and  a  few  days  later  they  were  informed  that  the  com- 
pany had  assumed  the  defendant's  liabilities. 

In  the  latter  part  of  the  summer  of  1854  the  goods  which 
the  plaintiffi  had  received  from  the  defendant  to  sell  had 
fallen  in  price,  and  it  had  become  difficult  to  sell  them,  and 
they  became  anxious  for  a  reduction  of  their  advances,  the 
balance  of  which  amounted  to  over  $8,000,  which  exceeded 
the  proportions  of  the  then  market  value  of  the  goods  for 
which  they  had  agreed  to  accept  in  advance,  and  the  drafts 
they  had  accepted  were  about  maturing.  They  consequently 
contracted  for  such  reduction.  The  correspondence  was  with 
Whittal,  who  had  become  the  managing  agent  of  the  new 
proprietors,  who,  as  has  been  mentioned,  had  assumed  the 
liabilities  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  insists,  in  the 
first  place,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  so  contracted  as  to  accept 
the  new  company  as  their  debtors  in  the  place  of  the  defendant 
and  to  discharge  the  latter.  But  there  is  no  evidence  of  an 
intention  on  their  part  to  make  snch  change.  They  had  been 
told  that  this  company  had  undertaken  to  discharge  the  liabil- 
ities of  the  defendant.  It  was  indifferent  to  them  what 
party  paid  them,  so  that  they  were  paid  by  some  one  and 
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they  naturally  called  upon  Whittal  and  the  other  persons 
who  represented  this  company,  for  payment,  as  that  com- 
pany had  been  named  to  them  as  the  parties  who  were 
to  liquidate  these  liabilities.  This  was  the  more  proper 
because  the  company  had  become  the  owners  of  the  goods 
on  their  hands,  and  entitled  to  control  them,  subject  to 
the  factor's  lien.  There  was  nothing  in  the  correspond- 
ence which  ensued  which  operated  as  a  release  of  the 
defendant,  unless  the  making  and  transmission  of  the  bills 
and  notes  to  be  now  mentioned  had  the  eflfect  of  extending 
the  time  of  payment  of  the  debt  which  the  defendant 
owed  them.  By  the  letters  which  passed  between  Whittal 
and  the  plaintiflfe  from  the  31st  August  to  the  13th  Novem- 
ber, 1854,  inclusive,  an  understanding  seems  to  have  been 
arrived  at  that  the  plaintiffs'  account  should  be  reduced  by 
the  payment  of  $3,000  in  cash,  and  that  they  should  receive  the 
debts  of  the  companv  on  themselves  for  about  $6,200,  pay- 
able on  time,  which  they  should  procure  to  be  discounted  at 
the  then  prevailing  rate  of  interest  in  order  to  place  them- 
selves in  ftmds,  and  in  the  mean  time  sales  of  the  remaining 
goods  were  to  be  made  as  fast  as  practicable.  Accordingly, 
on  the  13th  November,  Whittal  sent  to  the  plaintiffs  three 
drafts  of  the  company,  amounting  together  to  $6,200,  bearing 
different  dates  in  October  and  November,  each  payable  six 
months  from  date,  "  to  be  discounted,"  as  his  letter  expressed 
it,  ''  and  the  proceeds  used  in  liquidation  of  advances  made 
against  goods  held  by  you  on  our  account."  The  plaintiffs 
immediately  acknowledged  the  receipt  of  the  drafts,  saying 
that  it  "  would  all  be  very  well  if  they  had  been  accom- 
panied with  a  check  for  $3,000,"  which  they  hoped  he  would 
still  remit.  They  did  not  procure  the  drafts  to  be  discounted 
or  use  them  in  any  way,  and  the  $3,000  was  never  remitted, 
Whittal,  writing  them  on  the  18th  November,  saying  that  he 
could  not  possibly  send  the  cash  at  present  on  account  of  the 
extreme  pressure  of  the  money  market.  These  drafts  did 
not  operate  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  the  balance 
due  from  the  defendant;  for  first,  they  were  only  to  be 
received  in  connection  with  the  cash  payment  which  was  to 
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have  been  made  at  the  same  time,  and  which  was  never 
made,  and  secondly,  they  never  became  operative  instru- 
ments in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiffs.  They  were  the  drawees, 
and  could  never  have  maintained  an  action  on  them  against 
the  drawers  and  indorsers.  It  is  imnecessary  to  say  what 
-would  have  been  their  effect  if  the  plaintiffs  had  procured 
them  to  be  discounted  by  third  parties ;  but  this  they  did 
not  do,  apparently  because  Mr.  Whittal  had  not  fulfilled 
his  part  of  the  arrangement  under  which  they  were  sent. 

But  sometime  in  April,  1855,  Whittal  sent  to  the  plaintiffs 
two  promissory  notes  of  this  company,  dated  respectively  on 
the  1st  and  27th  of  that  month,  for  $1,000  each,  and  payable 
six  months  after  date.  The  purpose  of  transmitting  this 
paper  is  not  fully  explained,  but  it  seems  probable  from  the 
correspondence  that  it  had  some  reference  to  the  cash  pay- 
ment agreed  to  be  made  the  preceding  year.  The  receipt  of 
these  notes  is  relied  upon  as  extending  the  payment  of  so 
much  of  the  debt  due  from  the  defendant,  the  argument 
being  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  defendant  is  to  be 
considered  as  standing  in  the  relation  of  a  surety  for  the 
company,  it  being  the  principal  debtor.  I  hardly  believe 
these  notes  were  sent  on  the  22d  of  March,  1855,  the  plain- 
tiffs being  apparently  under  some  apprehension  that  the 
ground  now  relied  upon  might  be  taken,  addressed  themselves 
directly  by  letter  to  the  defendant.  They  mentioned  to  him 
that  the  balance  in  their  hands  was  about  $8,000,  and  gave 
him  a  statement  of  the  quantity  of  goods  remaining  unsold. 
They  then  referred  to  an  interview,  between  Mr.  Chase,  one 
of  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  the  defendant  himself,  and  Whittal,  a 
few  weeks  before,  in  which  it  was,  as  they  say,  agreed  that 
their  advances  should  be  reduced  by  the  Glenville  company, 
giving  their  notes  for  that  purpose,  with  a  letter  from  the 
defendant  approving  of  the  same,  and  that  they,  the  plain- 
tiffs, had  learned  by  a  letter  from  Whittal  that  he  desired  a 
little  more  time  to  perfect  that  arrangement,  and  that  they 
would  be  satisfied  with  an  answer  from  him  that  it  should  be 
arranged  in  the  first  two  weeks  of  the  next  month.  The 
defendant  answered  that  letter  from  New  York  the  next  day. 
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He  makes  no  denial  of  the  interview  referred  to  by  the  plain 
tiffs,  or  of  the  arrangement  said  to  have  then  been  made,  but 
says  he  will  lay  their  letter  before  Whittal  on  hia  return  from 
a  journey  upon  which  he  was  then  absent ;  that  he  knows  no 
reason  why  an  arrangement  he  had  agreed  upon  should  not  be 
carried  out  by  him  within  the  time  suggested.  This  letter  is 
somewhat  cautious,  and  a  little  evasive ;  and  looking  at  it  in 
the  light  of  subsequent  events,  there  is  some  ground  to  suspect 
an  intention  to  lead  the  plaintife  on  to  a  committal  which 
would  discharge  the  defendant  from  his  liability.  It  im- 
ports, however,  prima  fade^  the  consent  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  plaintiffs  might  receive  the  notes  of  the  company 
without  prejudice  to  his  liabilities,  and  such  is  the  sense  in 
which  the  plaintiffs  had,  in  my  opinion,  a  right  to  receive  it, 
and  in  which  they  certainly  did  regard  it.  That  they  did  so 
regaixl  it  is  entirely  evident  from  their  receiving  the  notes  of 
the  company  shortly  afterward.  The  notes  were  not  paid, 
but  were  protested  at  maturity,  and  the  company  tailed  in 
December  following.  The  defendant  cannot,  in  my  judgment, 
object  that  the  plaintiffs  had  given  time  to  the  company  to 
his  prejudice,  as  the  evidence  shows  that  the  notes  were  taken 
with  his  consent,  and  in  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  to 
which  he  was  a  party.  There  are  some  minor  circumstances 
relied  upon  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  but  which  do  not 
materially  change  the  aspect  of  the  case.  The  drafts  for- 
warded in  Ifovember  were  at  one  time  credited  in  an  account 
current,  but  were  taken  out  upon  the  re-statement  of  the 
account  upon  which  the  request  was  based,  as  they  were  never 
operative  against  the  company,  or  any  one,  the  auditing 
them  was  simply  an  error  in  book-keeping,  which  did  not 
prejudice  the  defendant.  Upon  a  review  of  the  whole  case 
my  conclusion  is  that  the  defendant  had  no  defense  to  the 
claim  upon  which  the  judgment  was  recovered,  and  that  we 
should  not  be  able  to  reverse  it  if  the  review  had  been  upon 
the  facts. 
Affirmed. 
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LucBETiA  Vbooman,  bj  Sherman  Armstrong,  Jr.,  her  next 
friend,  Respondent,  v.  John  GRiFFrrns,  Appellant. 

A  wife  owning  a  farm,  purchased  with  her  own  money,  can  employ  her  insolvent 
husband  to  work  the  same  without  impeaching  her  title  to  the  issues  and  profits 
of  the  samel 

It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  referee,  to  permit  leading  questions  to  be 
pat  to  witnesses  by  the  party  calling  them,  though  the  opposite  party  object, 
and  except  to  the  same. 

The  wife  owning  a  farm  is  as  much  entitled  to  the  issues  and  profits  thereof 
when  worked  by  her  insolvent  husband,  as  when  worked  by  any  other  insolv- 
ent    BaJiCOK,  J. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  for  th« 
alleged  wrongful  taking  and  conversion  by  the  defendant  of 
the  following  property,  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  was  her 
"  sole  and  separate  property,"  to  wit :  three  cows,  two  three 
year  old  steers,  one  yearling  steer,  three  calves,  one  bull,  one 
lumber  wagon,  one  pleasure  wagon,  one  pair  of  bob-Bleigh«, 
one  set  of  double  harness,  two  plows,  two  drags,  one  hay- 
rigging  and  one  colt.  The  defense  was,  that  the  property 
belonged  to  Christian  B.  Vrooman,  the  husband  of  the  plain- 
tiff; and  that  the  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  Ulster  county, 
and  took  and  sold  the  property  by  one  of  his  deputies,  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  against  the  property  of  Christian  B. 
Vrooman,  in  favor  of  one  Knapp,  and  that  such  execution 
was  issued  on  a  v^lid  judgment  in  favor  of  the  latter  against 
the  former,  for  $939.4:5,  which  was  docketed  in  Ulster  county 
on  the  28th  day  of  June,  1852. 

The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee.  The  plaintiff  proved 
that  in  the  summer  of  1851,  David  Vrooman,  a  brother  of 
her  husband,  gave  her  $700.  That  she  purchased  a  farm  in 
the  town  of  Olive,  in  the  county  of  Ulster,  on  the  14:th  day 
of  October,  1851,  subject  to  some  mortgages  thereon.  She 
paid  $100,  over  and  above  the  mortgages,  for  the  farm  and 
received  a  deed  therefor.  She  shortly  afterward  moved  upon 
the  farm  with  her  husband  and  family,  where  they  remained 
and  cultivated  and  occupied  the  farm  until  about  the  time 
the  defendant,  by  one  of  his  deputies,  levied  upon  and  sold  the 
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above  mentioned  property,  by  virtue  of  the  above  mentioned 
execution  againet  the  plaintiff's  husband  in  the  spring  of  1855. 

Da/vid  Vrooman  testified,  that  he  sold  the  pleasure  wagon 
to  the  plaintiff  for  $20  after  she  purchased  the  farm,  and  that 
the  wagon  was  worth  $25.  He  stated  that  he  took  the 
plaintiff's  notes  for  the  wagon,  which  were  paid  six  months  or 
a  year  afterward.  Thomas  Davis  testified,  that  he  sold  a 
brockle-faced  cow  to  the  plaintiff  in  August,  1854,  which  the 
defendant  took  and  sold ;  that  the  plaintiff  herself  paid  him, 
Davis,  $15  toward  the  cow  the  next  week  after  she  bought 
it ;  that  the  rest  of  the  purchase  price  stood  a  while,  when 
the  plaintiff's  husband  handed  the  same  ($10)  to  him, 
Davis,  and  said,  "  That  makes  you  and  my  wife  square  on 
the  cow."  That  the  plaintiff  had  previously  promised  him, 
Davis,  to  send  him  the  $10  ;  that  this  cow  was  worth  $30. 
Isaao  B.  Da/vis  testified,  that  he  sold  a  steer  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  spring  of  1853,  for  which,  he  thought,  she  paid  him  in 
the  presence  of  her  husband  ;  that  it  was  taken  and  sold  by 
the  defendant,  and  was  worth  $40.  Patrick  Kerna/n  testified, 
that  he  sold  a  lumber  wagon  and  a  sleigh  that  went  on  to 
said  farm,  and  was  paid  for  by  them  in  produce  of  the  farm ; 
that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  made  the  bargain  for  the 
plaintiff  with  him  for  such  wagon  and  sleigh.  The  plaintiff 
spoke  to  the  witness  about  this  wagon  after  he  had  delivered 
it,  but  before  he  was  fully  paid  for  it.  Another  witness  tes- 
tified, that  this  wagon  was  worth  $28  and  the  sleigh  $18  at 
the  time  the  defendant  sold  them. 

The  foregoing  property  was  used  on  the  farm  from  the 
time  the  same  was  purchased  until  about  the  time  it  was 
seized  by  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  asked  a  witness  this  question : 
"  What  was  a  fair  rent  for  the  farm  per  year  ? "  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  objected  to  the  same  as  irrelevant.  The  referee 
overruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 
The  witness  answered,  "  It  ought  to  rent  for  $140  or  $150  a 
year."  The  witness  had  previously  testified  that  the  plain- 
tiff's husband  was  engaged  in  no  other  business  than  work- 
ing that  farm  while  he  lived  there ;  that  once  in  a  while  he 
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teamed  it  a  little  with  the  horses  he  had ;  not  enough  to 
make  a  business  of  it ;  that  once  in  a  while  he  would  take  a 
load  to  market. 

It  must  have  J)een  evident  to  the  referee  that  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  had  been  endeavoring  to  establish  that  the 
plaintiflF  paid  for  the  pleasure  wagon  out  of  the  produce  of 
the  farm  and  also  lived  on  such  produce.  The  defense  ques- 
tioned plaintiff's  title  to  the  farm  and  produce  as  well  as 
her  alleged  title  to  the  property  in  question. 

The  plaintiff  admitted  tliat  the  property  in  question  was 
levied  upon  and  sold  by  a  deputy  of  the  defendant,  by  virtue 
of  the  above  mentioned  execution,  and  that  the  defendant 
then  was  the  sheriff  of  Ulster  county. 

When  the  plaintiff  rested  her  case,  the  defendant's  counsel 
moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  in 
question  was  the  property  of  Christian  B.  Vrooman,  and  not 
the  separate  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  motion  was 
denied,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  put  this  question  to  Isaac  B. 
Davis:  "Did  she  not  pay  the  money  herself  for  the  steer?" 
The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  the  same  as  leading. 
The  referee  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted.     The  witness  answered,  "  I  think  she  did." 

The  defendant  proved  the  judgment  on  which  the  execu- 
tion was  issued,  and  showed  that  it  was  obtained  upon  a* 
former  one  that  was  recovered  in  June,  1841,  and  that  such 
former  judgment  was  recovered  for  an  old  debt.  He  also 
proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  married  to  Christian  B.  Yrooman 
prior  to  the  year  1841,  who  had  been  poor  from  that  time. 

David  Vrooman  was  re-examined  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, and  stated  that  the  plaintiff  told  him  she  bought  the  farm 
alluded  to,  and  stocked  it  with  the  $700  he  gave  her ;  that 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband  had  no  place  to  go  to,  and  were 
poor ;  that  they  had  not  been  able  to  make  a  living ;  and  he 
felt  as  though  he  could  do  something  for  "  the  family,"  and 
thought  if  he  gave  money  to  the  plaintiff's  husband  his 
creditors  could  take  it  away,  and  the  family  would  not  be 
benefited  by  it.     So  he  gave  the  $700  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
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told  her  she  had  better  buy  land  for  it.  It  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff's  husband  had  been  a  merchant,  and  had  failed  in 
business  as  early  as  1841. 

The  referee  found,  among  other  things,  ^at  the  $700  was 
given  to  the  plaintiff;  that  she  purchased  the  farm,  and 
shortly  after  moved  upon  it  with  her  husband  and  family, 
and  continued  there  until  about  the  time  of  the  levy  and 
sale  by  the  defendant.  That  the  plaintiff  purchased  and 
paid  for  the  one  pleasure  wagon,  bought  of  David  Yrooman, 
worth  $20 ;  one  cow,  bought  of  Thomas  Davis,  worth  $30 ; 
one  steer,  bought  of  Isaac  B.  Davis,  worth  $40 ;  one  wagon 
and  sleigh  (paid  for  by  produce  raised  on  the  farm),  bought 
of  Patrick  Kernan,  worth  $46 ;  which  property  the  defendant 
had  taken  and  sold.  That  much,  if  not  all,  of  the  other 
property,  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  was  shown  to  have 
been  bought  or  made  by  the  plaintiff's  husband,  in  his  own 
name,  and  for  his  own  use.  His  conclusions  of  law  were  as 
follows:  "I  find  as  conclusions  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff 
having  received  the  $700,  by  gift  from  a  person  other  than 
her  husband,  after  the  passage  of  the  act  ^for  the  more 
effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married  women,'  can 
hold  the  property  in  which  she  invested  it,  and  its  '  rents, 
issues  and  profits ;'  and  the  same  is  not  liable  for  her  hus* 
band's  debts.  That  property  bought  by  the  husband  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  labor  of  himself,  wife  and  family,  is  his, 
and  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  husband  owning  the 
personal  property  on  the  farm  worked  by  him,  when  he  has 
the  management  and  control  of  it.  That  such  presumption 
in  this  case  has  been  overcome  as  to  the  property  hereinbefore 
enumerated,  but  not  as  to  the  residue ;  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
accordingly,  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  $136,  with  interest 
from  April  11,  1855,  amounting  in  all  to  $155.30." 

The  case  states  that,  "  the  defendant's  counsel  duly  excepted 
to  each  and  every  of  the  conclusions  of  the  law  stated  in  said 
report." 

Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  decision  of  the  referee, 
against  the  defendant,  with  costs.  He  appealed  to  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supremo  Court,  in  the  third  district, 
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where  that  cour#  held  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  lumber  wagon  and  sleigh  that  were  "paid  for  by 
produce  raised  on  the  farm,"  worth  $46;  and  reduced  the 
judgment  to  $102.81.  The  defendant  then  appealed  fix)m 
the  latter  judgment  to  this  court. 

A.  J,  Parker^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Samuel  Hand  and  John  K.  Porter,  for  the  defendant 

Balcom,  J.  The  qnestion  presented  by  the  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  is,  whether  the  evidence  justified  the  referee  in 
holding  that  any  portion  of  the  property  which  the  defendant 
had  taken  and  sold,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  If  it  did  he 
properly  denied  the  motion ;  but  if  it  did  not  he  should  have 
granted  it. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  prove  where  she  obtained  the  iden- 
tical money  she  paid  to  David  Vrooman  for  the  pleasure 
wagon,  or  to  Thomas  Davis  for  the  cow  which  she  purchased 
of  him,  or  to  Isaac  B.  Davis  for  the  steer  she  had  of  him. 
But  she  proved  that  a  brother  of  her  husband  had  previously 
given  her  $700;  and  she  had  paid  only  $100  toward  the 
farm  which  she  bought  in  the  town  of  Olive,  and  she  was 
entitled  to  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  such  farm  **in 
the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect "  as  if  she  had  been 
unmarried ;  and  those  rents,  issues  and  profits  were  not  liable 
for  the  debts  of  her  husband.  (Laws  of  1849,  p.  528,  chap. 
375.)  She  also  showed  that  her  husband  was  poor;  and 
David  Vrooman  testified  he  did  not  think  her  husband  had 
$2  in  the  world  when  he  sold  the  pleasure  wagon  to  her. 
These  facts  clearly  authorized  the  inference  that  the  plaintiff 
paid  her  own  money  for  the  pleasure  wagon,  cow  and  steer ; 
and  they  justified  the  referee  in  holding  that  those  articles 
were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  the  defendant 
took  them  and  sold  them.  The  fact  that  her  husband  used 
them  in  carrying  on  her  farm,  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and 
children,  as  well  as  herself,  did  not  render  them  liable  for 
his  debts,  or  deprive  her  of  the  right  to  sue  for  the  same 
when  taken  from  the  possession  of  her  husband  and  converted 
without  her  consent.  {Sherman  v.  Elder^  24  N.  Y.,  381.) 
8 
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These  views  not  only  lead  to  the  coiftlnsion  that  the 
referee  properly  refused  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  but  also 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  pleasure  wagon,  cow  and  steer. 

We  need  not  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  the  value  of  the  lumber  wagon  and  sleigh  pur- 
chased of  Patrick  Keman,  and  "  paid  for  by  produce  raised 
on  the  farm  ; "  for  she  has  not  appealed  from  the  determina- 
tion of  the  Supreme  Court  rejecting  her  claim  for  those  articles. 

I  am  unable  to  see  that  it  was  material  for  the  plaintiff 
to  prove  "  what  the  fair  rent "  of  the  farm  was  per  year. 
But  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  evidence  that  the  farm  "  ought 
to  rent  for  $140  or  $150  per  year,"  did  not  prejudice  the 
defendant  at  all  on  the  trial.  It  was  neither  beneficial  to  the 
plaintiff  nor  prejudicial  to  the  defendant.  If,  therefore,  the 
referee  erred  in  receiving  such  evidence  the  error  should 
be  wholly  disregarded. 

It  rested  in  the  discretion  of  the  referee,  whether  he  would 
permit  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  put  the  leading  question  to 
Isaac  B.  Davis,  as  to  who  paid  him  for  one  of  the  steers  in 
dispute,  and  there  was  no  abuse  of  such  discretion. 

The  finding  of  the  referee  that  the  plaintiff  "  purchased 
and  paid  for"  the  articles  of  property,  for  which  she  has  recov- 
ered, was  tantamount  to  finding  that  she  paid  her  own 
money  therefor  and  owned  the  same,  for  such  is  the  legal 
inference  from  these  facts. 

The  facts  found  by  the  referee  justified  all  his  conclu- 
sions of  law  so  far  as  they  were  sustained  by  the  Supreme 
Court. 

A  wife  risks  no  more  by  permitting  an  insolvent  husband 
to  occupy  her  real  estate  and  use  and  manage  her  personal 
property,  than  a  stranger  does  by  permitting  a  bankrupt  to 
do  the  like  with  his  property.  She  is  as  clearly  entitled  to 
"  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits"  of  her  real  estate,  and  the  ben- 
efits of  the  ownership  of  her  personal  property,  when  occn- 
pied  and  used  by  her  insolvent  husband,  as  when  occupied 
and  used  by  any  other  insolvent  person.  She  is  not 
obliged  to  turn  her  husband  out  of  her  house,  or  off  her  land, 
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or  prevent  him  using  her  personal  property  to  save  the  same 
and  all  benefits  accruing  therefrom,  from  his  creditors.  These 
conclusions  are  so  obviously  just,  they  only  need  to  be  stated 
to  be  admitted  to  be  correct.  They  are  not  only  just,  but 
equitable,  and  also  legal. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

All  the  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Mary  Stewart,  Appellant,  v.  Andrew  Smtth,  Eespondent. 

No  notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  owner  of  the  land,  claiming  a  freehold 
estate  therein,  of  proceedings  to  admeasure  dower  as  a  mere  supplement  to 
an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  succeeded  in  establishing  her 
right  of  dower. 

Such  proceeding  is  governed  by  the  provisions  of  section  fifty-five  of  the  title 
treating  of  the  action  of  ejectment.  (2  R.  S*,  303.) 

HoGEBOOM,  J.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  this  order  is 
appealable.  If  it  be  regarded  as  in  eflfect  an  order  granting 
a  new  trial,  then  the  appeal  is  ineffectual  for  want  of  the 
necessary  stipulation  that  in  the  event  of  its  affirmance 
judgment  absolute  shall  be  rendered  against  the  appellant. 
If  it  be  regarded  as  made  after  judgment,  then  it  seems  to 
me  questionable  whether  it  is  in  a  special  proceeding  or  upon 
a  summary  application  in  an  action  after  judgment.  (Code, 
§  11.)  But  as  this  point  has  not  been  discussed  by  counsel,  it 
may  be  well  to  examine  the  order  on  its  merits. 

I  think  the  Supreme  Court  were  in  error  in  supposing  that, 
in  a  case  like  this,  notice  of  the  proceedings  to  admeasure 
dower  was  necessary  to  be  given  to  the  owners  of  the  land 
claiming  a  freehold  estate  therein.  This  is  not  an  original 
proceeding  in  this  court  for  the  appointment  of  admeasurers 
of  dower  (2  E.  S.  488,)  but  a  mere  supplement  to  an  action 
of  ejectment  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  already  succeeded  in 
establishing  her  right  to  dower.  The  case  is,  therefore, 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  section  65  of  that  title  of  the 
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Revised  Statutes  which  treats  of  the  action  of  ejectment, 
(2  R.  S.,  308,  311,  312,  §§  48,  60),  and  not  by  the  title 
before  quoted. 

It  is  reasonably  clear  that  this  section  contemplated  a  pro- 
ceeding by,  and  notice  only  to  the  parties  to  the  action. 
It  is  but  the  sequel  to  the  action  of  ejectment.  It  declares 
that  upon  the.  filing  of  the  record  of  judgment,  the  court, 
upon  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff  shall  appoint  commissioners 
to  admeasure  the  dower;  and  that  their  report  may  be 
appealed  from  by  any  party  to  the  action.. 

And  although  the  section  declares  that  the  commissioners 
shall  have  like  powers  and  obligations  and  proceed  in  like 
manner  as  commissioners  appointed  pursuant  to  the  seventh 
title  of  the  eighth  chapter  of  the  act  (being  the  title  before 
quoted),  this  does  not,  I  think,  mean  that  their  appointment 
shall  be  procured  upon  a  similar  notice.  The  parties  are  in 
court  who  are  to  be  affected  by  the  assignment  of  dower. 
The  statute  requires  the  ejectment  proceedings  to  be  against 
the  party  in  possession,  but  if  he  be  a  mere  tenant,  he  is 
obliged  by  law  to  give  notice  of  the  action  to  his  landlord, 
and  is  subjected  to  a  heavy  forfeiture  if  he  do  not.  (1  R.  S., 
748.)  The  landlord  may  be  let  in  to  defend.  (2  R.  S.,  342.) 
He  usually  does  so.  He  did  so  in  this  case,  as  is  sworn  to  in 
the  papers  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  attorney  in 
the  suit,  therefore,  to  whom  notice  is  given  is  his  attorney, 
and  he  has  had  the  opportunity  to  defend  both  the  ejectment 
suit  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  to  admeasure  dower. 

It  has  also  been  held,  or,  at  least,  intimated,  in  a  reported 
case  in  this  court,  that  in  these  proceedings  notice  is  not 
necessary  to  any  one  except  the  party  to  the  action.  {EUicott 
V.  Motier,  3  Seld.,  206.) 

But,  although  the  Supreme  Court  set  aside  the  report 
mainly  upon  this  ground,  it  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court  at  General  Term,  that  they  affirmed  the  order  of  the 
Special  Term  in  part,  upon  the  ground  that  the  report  was 
wrong  upon  the  merits,  or  in  regard  to  the  mods  of  admeas- 
urement. They  say:  "We  think,  also,  the  commissioners 
erred  in  assigning  the  dower  so  as  to  render  the  buildings 
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almost  useless  to  both  parties."  We  may  conclude  that  the 
court  at  Special  Term  was  influenced  by  like  considerations 
They  had  the  statutory  right  to  set  aside  the  report  on  this 
ground  (2  E.  S.,  490,  491),  and  if  we  have  the  right  to 
review  that  question  on  this  appeal,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
power  was  judiciously  exercised,  and  that  the  mode  of 
assigning  the  dower  was  inequitable  and  injurious,  and  could 
have  been  performed  within  the  principle  of  the  reported 
cases  {White  v.  Story ^  2  Hill,  544;  Goates  v.  Cheever^ 
1  Cowen  463)  in  a  much  more  just  and  judicious  manner. 
On  that  ground  I  am  inclined  to  affirm  the  substance  of  the 
order.  / 

If  the  order  appealed  frcHU  had  been  simply  an  affirmance 
of  the  order  at  Special  Term,  that  would  have  been  all  which 
it  would  have  been  Necessary  to  say.  But  the  court,  acting, 
doubtless,  upon  the  idea  that  the  proceedings  were  fatally 
defective  unless  notice  was  served  upon  the  owners  of  the 
freehold,  annexed  this  clause  to  the  order  of  affirmance : 
''and  that  the  proceedings  be  dismissed  unless  petitioner 
elects  to  amend  within  ten  days  from  the  entry  of  this 
order."  I  think  this  clause  was  erroneously  inserted;  and 
that  BO  much  of  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed^ 
and  the  residue  affirmed^ 

Ab  both  parties  are  in  fault,  I  think  neither  should  recover 
costs  against  the  other  on  this  appeal. 

All  concur. 

Affirmed. 

JOEL  TIFFANY,  State  Reports. 
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Joseph  Colwell,  Assignee,  etc.,  v.  William  Bleaklet,  Jr., 
Sheriff  of  Westchester  county. 

To  make  a  judgment  an  estoppel  to  proving  certain  facts  in  a  subsequent  case, 
it  should  be  made  to  appear  upon  what  grounds  the  prior  verdict  and  Judg- 
ment proceeded. 

HoGEBooM,  J.  The  plaintiff  is  the  assignee  of  Bunce, 
Esler  &  Cobb,  and  brings  this  action  against  the  sheriff  of 
Westchester  to  recover  damages  for  a  false  retnm  to  an  exe- 
cution issued  to  him  upon  a  judgment  recovered  by  Bunce, 
Esler  &  Cobb  against  the  New  York  Steam  Mill  and  Machine 
Company.  This  judgment  was  obtained  on  the  3l8t  day  of 
March,  1860,  for  $2,513.68,  and  execution  was  issued  thereon 
on  the  same  day,  upon  which,  about  the  same  time,  the 
sheriff  levied  on  personal  property  of  the  value  of  several 
thousand  dollars,  but  subsequently  returned  the  execution 
unsatisfied.  The  plaintiff  gave  prima  facie  evidence  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  the  New  York  Steam  Mill  and  Machine 
Company  were  in  possession  of  the  said  property,  and  the 
apparent  owners  thereof. 

The  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  of  the  defendant  was  in 
substance  that  this  action  was  defended  by  Alfred  Booth ; 
that  the  property  in  question,  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  the 
New  York  Steam  Mill  and  Machine  Company,  belonged  to 
Montgomery  &  Lund,  who  organized  the  company  in  ques- 
tion and  transferred  to  it  all  their  property  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  their  creditors,  but  in  reality  for  their  own  benefit. 
That  Booth,  on  the  17th  day  of  December,1859,  recovered  a 
judgment  against  Montgomery  and  Garrabraat  for  $2,224.80 
and  issued  an  execution  thereon  on  the  20th  of  the  same 
month  to  the  sheriff  of  Westchester,  under  which  the  sheriff 
sold  to  him  all  the  property  now  in  question  and  also  a  steam 
engine,  which  engine  Booth  afterward  took  to  New  York; 
and  while  there  it  was  levied  upon  and  sold  under  an  execu- 
tion in  favor  of  Bunce,  Esler  &  Cobb,  and  purchased  by  the 
latter  firm ;  that  Booth  thereupon  commenced  an  action  in 
the  Supreme  Court  against  Bunce,  Esler  &  Cobb  and  other 
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persons  who  indemnified  them,  to  recover  the  value  of  said 
steam  engine,  and  after  a  litigation  obtained  judgment  therein 
in  his  favor.  He  therefore  claims  that  the  plaintiff,  who 
succeeded  to  the  rights  of  Bunco,  Esler  &  Cobb,  is  estopped 
by  the  judgment  in  that  action  from  recovering  in  this  action 
against  the  defendant,  who  is  represented  here  by  Booth. 
But  the  defendant  did  not,  on  the  trial  of  this  action,  prove 
all  the  foregoing  facts. 

The  only  material  facts  proved  on  the  defense  were,  that 
Booth  was  the  indemnitor  of  the  sheriff;  that  the  parties 
to  the  former  suit  claimed  the  steam  engine  in  the  modes 
hereinbefore  stated,  to  wit:  The  plaintiff  therein  as  the 
judgment  creditor  of  Montgomery  and  Garrabraat,  and  as 
the  purchaser  of  the  property  on  execution  issued  on  that 
judgment ;  the  defendants  therein  as  the  judgment  and  exe- 
cntion  creditors  of  tlie  New  York  Steam  Saw-Mill  and 
Machine  Company,  under  the  judgment  before  mentioned ; 
that  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  which 
judgment  was  entered ;  from  which  judgment  an  appeal 
had  been  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeals.  The  judgment  roll 
in  that  action  was  also  introduced  in  evidence,  having  been 
filed  in  Orange  county  on  the  25th  of  October,  1862 ;  but 
the  contents  of  the  judgment  roll  are  not  set  forth  in  the  case. 

On  this  evidence  the  defendant  claimed  that  the  recov- 
ery of  the  latter  judgment  was  a  bar  to  this  action,  and  on 
that  ground  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint ;  which  motion 
the  court  granted,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  excepted.  An 
appeal  is  now  taken  to  this  court. 

The  point  principally  discussed  here  is,  whether  the 
appeal  taken  from  the  judgment  in  question  deprives  it  of 
its  force  as  an  estoppel.  But,  independent  of  that  question, 
I  think  the  nonsuit  was  erroneously  granted. 

1.  I  think  it  does  not  sufliciently  appear  that  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  was  founded  upon  the  fact  that  the  organization 
of  the  Steam  Saw-Mill  and  Machine  Company  was  a  fraudu- 
lent contrivance  by  Montgomery  and  Lund,  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  their  creditors,  and,  therefore,  void  as  against 
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the  plaintiff  in  that  action.  The  proof  is  that  snch  a  claim 
was  set  up  on  the  trial.  It  is  not  shown  that  there  waft 
evidence  to  support  it ;  it  is  not  shown  (for  the  pleadings  are 
not  before  us)  on  what  ground  the  defendants  in  that  action 
defended  the  same;  nor  on  what  ground  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  proceeded.  The  effect  of  that  judgment  as  an  estoppel 
depended  upon  the  proof  of  facts  extrinsic  to  those  which 
appeared  in  the  judgment  record,  and  they  were  not  suflSci- 
ently  established. 

2.  But  a  more  decisive  objection  consists  in  the  fact  that, 
assuming  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  Montgomery  and  Lund 
in  organizing  the  Steam  Saw-Mill  and  Machine  Company, 
and,  therefore,  that  it  was  ineffectual  against  their  creditors; 
there  was  still  an  interest  in  the  property,  to  wit :  the  interest 
of  Lund,  which  was  not  reached  by  the  execution  of  Booth, 
and  which  was  reached  by  the  execution  of  Bunce,  Esler  & 
Cobb.  The  defendants  in  Booth's  execution  were  Mont- 
gomery and  Garrabraat,  and  not  Montgomery  and  Lund. 
Lund  had  transferred  his  interest  in  the  property  to  the 
Steam  Saw-Mill  and  Machine  Company,  against  which  the 
execution  of  Bunce,  Esler  &  Cobb  was  issued ;  and  there 
were  no  creditors  of  Lund  to  dispute  the  validity  of  such 
transfer.  That  interest  being  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under 
that  execution,  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  seize  and  sell  it,  and 
not  return  the  execution  unsatisfied. 

If  it  be  said  the  same  fact  must  have  appeared  in  the  for- 
mer suit  and  in  such  an  event  would  have  led  to  a  diminu- 
tion of  the  recovery,  the  answer  is,  we  are  not  in  possession 
of  facts  transpiring  on  that  trial,  to  show  that  such  was  not 
the  case.  We  do  know  from  the  proceedings  which  have 
come  up  to  us  on  appeal  in  that  case,  that  such  dednctioa 
should  have  been  made  if  it  was  not,  and  that  probably  an 
error  was  committed  in  that  respect,  on  the  trial  of  that 
cause.  At  all  events  it  is  quite  apparent  in  this  case  that 
there  was  such  an  interest,  which  the  execution  in  the  Booth 
suit  could  not  legally  seize. 

If  these  views  are  well  founded,  they  must  lead  to  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment,  independent  of  the  question 
of  the  effect    of  the   former  judgment    as  an    estoppel. 
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There  will  be  no  reason  to  regret  bucIi  a  result  if  it  is  now 
legally  attainable,  inaBmuch  as  we  have  already  decided  tQ 
reverse  the  judgment  in  the  action  of  Booth ;  and  when  judg- 
ment shall  be  perfected  on  the  result  of  that  appeal,  it  will 
necessarily  deprive  the  judgment  which  has  been  pleaded 
as  an  estoppel,  of  the  conclusive  character  attributed  to  it 
This  would  probably  lead  to  some  application  to  the  Supreme 
Court  in  this  case,  when  it  shall  be  recalled  to  that  tribunal, 
to  obtain  in  some  proper  way  the  benefit  on  this  suit  of  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment  in  that  suit -^  a  benqfit  to  which  the 
party  would  be  equitably  entitled. 

I  am  for  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Oourti 
and  ordering  a  new  trial,  with  costs,  to  abide  the  event. 
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Xavieb  Hochbbiteb,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  The  People,  etc., 
Defendants  in  Error. 

Statements  made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  in  the  absence  of  other  proo^ 
are  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  in  his  hearing. 

An  objection  by  prisoner's  counsel  to  an  inquiry  by  the  prosecution  as  to  what 
was  said  and  done  by  a  third  party  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  without 
specifying  the  nature  or  ground  of  the  objection,  is  too  general  to  be  available. 

Davies,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  was  indicted  in  the  New 
York  Oyer  and  Terminer,  for  the  killing  of  one  Leonard 
Gemder,  and  convicted  of  the  crime  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree.  Upon  the  trial  one  Lenin,  a  policeman,  testi- 
fied that  he  arrested  the  prisoner  and  his  son  in  the  street, 
and  took  them  to  No.  148  Essex  street,  in  the  city  of  New  ' 
York,  where  the  deceased  then  was,  but  he  was  too  far  gone 
to  recognize  any  one.  At  that  place  they  met  one  Enger, 
who  was  a  witness  on  the  trial,  and  the  district  attorney 
asked  Lenin  this  question,  "  "What  did  Enger  say  and  do  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner  ?"  The  prisoner's  counsel  ob- 
jected to  the  question,  and  the  court  oveiruled  the  objection, 
and  allowed  the  question  to  be  answered,  and  the  prisoner's 
counsel  excepted.  After  the  question  was  answered,  the 
district  attorney  put  to  the  witness  this  question,  "Did 
Enger  make  any  motion,  and  if  so  what  ?"  The  prisoner's 
counsel  objected  to  this  question,  and  the  court  overruled 
the  objection,  and  the  counsel  excepted.  The  witness  an- 
swered that  he  threw  up  his  hands.  No  ground  of  objection 
is  stated  to  either  questions  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  contends  on  the  argument  that 
he  was  now  at  liberty  to  assume  any  ground  of  objection  ; 
and  he  now  argues  that  the  first  question  was  objectionable 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  limit  the  inquiry  to  what  was 
said  and  done  in  the  hearing  of  the  prisoner.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  question  called  for  not  only  what  was  said 
in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  but  what  was  done  in  his 
presence.  I  do  not  understand  the  prisoner's  counsel  now  to 
argue  that  it  was  not  legitimate  to  prove  what  Enger  did  in 
the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  but  he  contends  that  by  possi- 
bility what  was  said  in  his  presence  might  not  have  been  said 


1864.]  HOCHEEITKR  V,  ThK  PbOPLE.  67 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  por  Davies,  J. 

in  hiB  hearing.  A  portion  of  the  question,  that  is,  what  was 
done  in  the  prisoner's  presence,  it  is  not  questioned,  was  legal 
and  proper,  and  if  the  other  portion,  what  was  said  in  the 
prisoner's  presence,  was  objectionable  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  said  in  his  hearing,  that  objection  should  have  been 
pointed  out  upon  the  trial.  The  exception  is  to  the  question, 
what  was  said  and  done  by  Enger  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoner — covering,  therefore,  both  branches  of  the  inquiry. 
The  latter  portion  is  conceded  to  be  legitimate,  and  the  for- 
mer portion  is  also  conceded  to  be  proper  if  it  had  appeared 
that  what  was  said  was  said  in  the  hearing  of  the  prisoner. 
This  objection,  to  have  availed  the  prisoner,  should  have  been 
specifically  pointed  out  on  the  trial,  and  as  the  exception 
covers  clearly  what  was  a  legitimate  inquiry,  it  cannot  be 
questioned.  But  it  may  well  be  questioned,  whether  the 
whole  inquiry  does  not  clearly  indicate  that  it  pointed  to 
what  was  said  in  the  hearing  of  the  prisoner.  He  was  then 
present,  and  any  inference  wouM  be  in  the  absence  of  any 
countervailing  circumstance,  both  from  the  question  and  the 
answer  that  the  conversation  inquired  about  and  detailed 
were  in  the  hearing  of  the  prisoner.  In  Hex  v.  Bart- 
leU  (7  Carr.  &  P.,  832),  Greaves,  for  the  prosecution,  was 
proceeding  to  detail  the  anticipated  proof  on  the  trial, 
and  stated  that  a  portion  of  such  proof  would  consist 
of  what  the  wife  of  the  prisoner  said  in  his  presence,  and 
the  same  was  objected  to,  and  Bollajstd,  Baron  said  he  had  no 
doubt  the  evidence  was  admissible.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
it  was  competent  for  the  district  attorney  to  show  what 
was  said  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  the  inference  is 
irresistible,  in  the  absence  of  any  circumstance  tending  to 
raise  a  contrary  presumption,  that  what  was  said  in  the 
prisoner's  presence  was  also  said  in  his  hearing.  If  it  was  not 
it  was  competent  for  the  prisoner  to  rebut  the  legitimate 
inference  that  he  was  so  circumstanced  that  he  did  not,  or 
could  not  have  heard  what  was  said.  The  general  objection 
to  the  question  was  properly  overruled. 

The  second  question  was  proper  enough  in  itself,  for  it 
might  have  elicited  an  answer,  tending  to  show  the  guilt  of 
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the  prisonei*.  The  answer  indicates  elearly  that  it  produced 
no  h^m  to  the  prisoner,  as  the  aet  of  Enger  in  throwing  up 
his  htods  was  entirely  immaterial  and  of  no  significance 
-vtrhatey^j  As  the  objections  to  these  two  questions  are  the 
only  ground  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  to 
procure  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  affirmance  of  the  con- 
viction of  the  plaintiff  in  en*or,  and  as  we  have  seen  that 
both  objections  are  untenable,  it  follows  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Stipreme  Court  must  be  in  all  things  affirmed* 

HoGEBOOM,  tT.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  tried  and  con- 
victed of  murder  In  the  second  degree  in  the  New  York  Oyer 
and  Terminer,  in  January,  1661.  He  brings  a  writ  of  error 
to  reverse  the  judgment  there  rendered,  and  alleges  that  evi- 
dfencd  was  improperly  received  at  the  trial,  in  two  particulars : 
flr&t,  evidence  of  the  declaration  of  a  third  person  (Enger) 
immediately  after  the  occurrence  in  the  presence  of  the  pris- 
oner, to  wit,  that  the  prisoner  was  the  person  who  stabbed 
the  deceased ;  second,  evidence  of  an  act  or  motion  of  such 
person  under  like  circumstances,  to  wit,  that  Enger  threw  up 
his  arms.  This  evidence  was  admitted  in  reply  to  the  two 
following  questions :  1.  What  did  Enger  say  and  do  in  the 
presence  of  the  prisoner !  2.  Did  Enger  make  any  motion, 
ttttd  if  so,  what  f  I  think  neither  of  the  exceptions  are  well 
taken. 

It  is  supposed  the  first  question  was  inadmisdble,  because 
it  did  not  inquire  ^  terfn^y  upon  the  face  of  the  question, 
as  to  a  declaration  made  in  the  hearing  as  well  as  in  the 
presenee  of  the  prisoner.  The  answer  is,  that  if  in  the 
presence  of  the  prisoner  it  is  presumed  to  hav6  been  in  his 
hearing  also.  The  former,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
Contrary,  implies  the  latter.  If  there  were  any  doubt  about 
it  on  the  facts  appearing  in  the  case,  the  counsel  for  the 
prisoner  should  have  objected  on  that  ground,  or  asked 
the  court  for  permission  to  make  the  fact  eitplicit  by  evidence 
one  way  or  the  other,  and  the  court  would  unquestionably 
have  allowed  such  examination,  or  required  the  question 
to  cover  such  ground.  But  the  objection  to  the  question  was 
g^nenal,  leaving  naturally  the  impression  upon  the  mind  of 
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the  court  that  it  was  the  declaration  itself,  and  not  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  wau  made,  which  coastitut^d  the 
point  of  the  objection. 

The  case  of  Ward  v.  TAe  People  (3  Hill,  395),  is  not  in 
point  to  support  the  validity  of  this  objection.  There  a 
question,  the  competency  of  which  was  neither  urged  nor 
objected  to  except  on  general  ground,  was  excluded  at  th# 
trial,  and  the  court  of  review,  sustaining  the  decision  of  the 
court  below,  said  "  any  objection  may  be  urged  to  it  here  th«it 
could  have  been  t3.ken  on  the  trial."  In  other  words,  a  party 
offering  evidence  which  is  excliided  must,  on  appeal,  be  able 
to  show  that  th^re  is  no  just  ground  for  its  exclusion.  HerQ 
the  evidence  was  admitted,  and  the  general  objection  over^ 
ruled,  and  properly :  first,  because  in  any  aspect  of  the  cas0 
the  (jviestion  was  admissible,  as 'by  neqessary  implication 
embracing  the  fact  supposed  to  b^  omitted ;  and,  secondly, 
beoause  if  the  question  were  objectionable,  it  wm  so  only  in 
a  partial  and  circumstantial  sense,  which  the  generality  of  tho 
objection  teoded  to  conceal  rather  than  disclose. 

The  other  exception  is  equally  untenable.  I  do  not  know 
why  BnaGtofm  third  person  done  in  the  presence  of  the  pris- 
on^^  is  not  equally  admissible,  as  9.  declaration  made  in  his 
presence,  provided  the  nature  of  the  act  may  h^  supposed 
likely  to  hav,e  shed  some  light  upon  thp  nature  of  the  offense, 
or  the  guilt  of  the  person.  To  either,  or  both,  the  prisoner 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  ftimish  an  explanation  if  he 
desired.  In  this  case  the  .court  was  at  liberty  to  presume  an 
objection  made  before  the  question  was  answered,  that  the 
answer  might  furnish  pertinent  evidence  in  the  case,  and 
although  the  answer  actually  giv^n,  to  wit :  that  he  (the  third 
person)  threw  up  his  arms,  does  not  seem  to  shed  much  light 
on  the  case,  it  was  not  subsequently  objected  to,  nor  asfced 
to  be  stricken  out,  and  it  could  not  possibly  have  c^eratod  to 
the  legal  prejudice  of  the  prisoner. 

MuLLm,  J.,  dissented,  and  read  an  opinion  in  favor  of 
reversal.    All  the  other  judges  being  for  affirmance. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Habvby  Waed,  Kespondent,  v.  Coenelius  Vandeebilt, 
Appellant. 

Where  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  became 
sick  and  lost  his  time,  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  as  a  com- 
mon carrier  of  passengers,  carrying  the  plaintiff  for  hire,  they  may  make  an 
allowance  for  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  time,  though  he  has  submitted  no 

•  evidence  upon  that  pomt. 

Baloom,  J.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  substantially  like 
those  in  WilUams  v.  VcmderbUt^  decided  at  this  term  of  the 
court.  The  requests  that  the  defendant's  counsel  made 
upon  the  judge,  to  charge  the  jury,  do  not  make  this  case 
materially  different  from  that  brought  by  Williams,  swpra. 
Those  he  jBirst  made  were :  1.  That  the  testimony  did  not 
establish  that  the  defendant  was  a  common  carrier  from  New 
York  to  San  Francisco.  2.  That  the  testimony  did  not 
establish  any  violation  or  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  3.  That  upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  cause 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  I  ,am  of  the 
opinion  the  judge  properly  refused  to  charge  either  of  these 
requests.  There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  make  it  his  duty 
to  submit  the  questions  to  the  jury.  1.  Whether  the  defend- 
ant was  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  from  New  York 
to  San  Francisco.  (17  K  Y.,  310.)  2.  Whether  he  was 
guilty  of  neglect  or  violation  of  duty  to  the  plaintiff. 
3.  Whether,  upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  cause,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover. 

The  judge  rightfully  refused  to  charge  the  jury :  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  sickness  of  the  plaintiff  was 
occasioned  by  any  fault  of  the  defendant  or  his  agents,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  it. 
He  also  rightftiUy  refused  to  charge  them :  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  loss  of  time  by  the  plaintiff  was  occasioned 
by  the  fault  of  the  defendant ;  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  time,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  loss  of  time.  The  fact  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  time  did  not 
preclude  the  jury  from  giving  him  such  compensation  there- 
for as  they  deemed  was  reasonable.     There  was  sufficient 
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evidence  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  -determine 
whether  the  plaintiff's  sickness  and  loss  of  time  were  occa- 
sioned by  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  his  agents  or  servants. 
And  if  the  same  were  so  occasioned,  the  plaintiff  was  cer- 
tainly entitled  to  compensation  therefor. 

The  other  requests  of  the  defendant's  counsel  were  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit :  "The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  his 
expenses  incurred  after  receiving  notice  of  the  loss  of  the 
North  America,  and  before  commencing  his  journey  home. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  expenses  of  his 
return.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  were  occasioned  by  tlie  loss  of  the  North  America, 
and  that  loss  occurred  before  the  plaintiff  engaged  his  passage, 
but  both  plaintff  and  defendant  were  ignorant  of  the  loss,  and 
dealt  in  good  faith,  then  the  dealing  was  based  upon  a  mis- 
take of  fact,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
action.  Where  a  person  engaged  in  the  business  of  trans- 
portation, advertises  or  holds  out  to  the  public  that  he  will 
carry  passengers  generally,  between  two  ports  or  places,  with- 
out disclosing  the  means  of  conveyance  to  be  used  for  such 
carriage,  he  is  bound,  in  case  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  the 
conveyance  to  which  the  passenger  is  assigned,  to  supply 
another  conveyance,  if  one  can  be  supplied  by  reasonable  dil- 
igence. But  where  the  carrier  holds  out  to  the  public,  and 
notifies  the  passenger  applying  for  passage,  that  he  will  carry 
the  passager  by  a  particular  conveyance,  which  is  described 
and  designated,  the  undertaking  of  the  carrier  is  restricted 
to  that  conveyance,  and  in  case  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of 
that  conveyance,  without  negligence  and  by  the  act  of  God, 
the  carrier  is  discharged  from  all  liability,  further  than  to 
return  the  passage  money."  These  requests  were  properly 
refused  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  my  opinion  in  WUliama 
V.  VimderbiU  {8upra\  and  the  authorities  therein  cited. 

The  judgment  in  this  action  should  therefore  be  ajffirme3, 
with  costs. 

KosEKRANS  and  Marvin,  JJ.,  expressed  no  opinion,  all  the 
other  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Thb  Pennsylvania  <3oal  Company,  Eespondents,  v.  The 
Fbesidbnt,  Managers,  etc.,  of  the  Delaware  and  Hud- 
son Canal  Company,  Appellants. 

Where  the  iBsne  is  such  t^at  a  party  is  entitled,  on  proper  demand,  to  have  the 

tame  tried  foj  jury,  and  he  omit  to  daun  such  rights  he  cannot  aflsrward  on 

appeal,  object  to  the  mode  of  tryii^  such  issuei 
Where  the  complaint  and  prayer  thereof  are  such  as  to  embrace  both  equitable 

and  legal  remedies,  the  defendant  may  move  the  court  to  compel  the  party  to 

elect  on  which  part  of  the  case  he  will  proceed,  or  for  which  mode  of  trial  or 

resulting  relief  he  win  go. 
Or  the  court  may  strike  tfut  or  dismiss  that  part  of  tiie  complaint  seeldng  mere 

equitable  relief,  leaving  the  remainis^  issues  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 
The  meaning  and  application  of  the  term  "  toU"  discussed  by  Emott,  J. 
^fore  a  party  has  a  right  to  detain  for  the  payment  of  toll,  the  amoimt  to  be 

paid  must  be  fixed  and  ascertained. 

Thb  action  was  brought  by  the  Pennsylvania  Ooal  Com- 
pany, against  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  in 
May,  1852. 

The  complaint  alleged,  that  in  August,  1847,  the  defend- 
ants entesped  into  a  contract  with  an  association,  -known  as 
the  Wyoming  Coal  Association,  to  furnish  transportation  on 
its  canal,  to  the  boats  of  the  association  carrying  coal. 

The  provisions  as  to  compensation  which  the  contract 
contained,  w^e  as  follows : 

The  said  cantd  eompaay,  its  successors  etc.,  charging  and 
ioolteeting  a  toll  on  the  coal  transported  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement  at  a  rate  per  ton,  to  be  eBtablished  in  the  manner 
fidlowing,  viz. :  On  the  first  day  of  May,  in  each  and  every 
imleodar  year,  the  quantity  of  lump  coal  of  the  said  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  which  shall  at  that  time  have 
been  ^Id  to,  or  delivered  at  Bondout,  and  to  arrive  by  the 
said  canal  during  the  said  calendar  year,  shaU  be  ascertained; 
and  from  the  av^t^e  price  thus  ascertained,  two  dollars  and 
fifty  cents  shall  be  subtracted,  and  one-half  the  remainder 
shall  foe  the  toll  per  toa,  during  snck  calendar  year ;  eroept 
that  if  any  discount  or  deduction,  contingent  or  otherwise, 
shall  be  agreed  upon,  or  contemplated  in  the  contracts  for 
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Buch  cases,  the  said  toll  ahall  be  reduced  eorreBpondingly  to 
Bmch  discount  or  deduction  as  shall  actual!  j  be  made ;  bat 
provided,  nevertheless,  that  if,  on  the  firstday  of  May,  in  any 
<*alendar  year,  the  quantity  otliimp  coal  of  the  said  DelAware 
and  Hudson  Oanal  Oompany,  which  shall  at  tiiat  time  have 
been  sold,  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  leas  than  one^haif  of  the  esti- 
mated sales  for  one  year,  tiie  toU  daring  such  year  shall  be 
cakjulated  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  provided,  on  the  aver- 
age price  Bk  which  the  6ales  of  lamp  ooal  fi)r  such  year  shall 
be  actually  made. 

The  complaint  alleged  that,  in  the  year  1851,  the  plaintifSs 
acquired  the  rights  of  the  Wyoming  Ooal  Oompamy  in  this 
oonta*act,  and  were  substituted  for  that  C(»npatiy. 

That  in  the  then  current  year  1853  the  eontingeney  contem- 
plated by  the  last  proviso  isx  the  contract  had  OGCorred.  The 
quantity  of  coal  sold,  or  contracted  to  be  sold,  by  the  defend- 
ants on  the  first  day  of  May  in  that  year,  was  not  one-half 
their  estimated  sales  for  the  yaar,  said  therefore  the  toll  was 
to  be  fixed  upon  the  avej^e  price  of  the  actual  sales,  and  tbe 
plaintiffs  insist  that  by  the  true  oonetrnction  of  tiie  contract, 
the  toll  is  not  demandable  until  the  time  when  its  true  and 
prop^  amount  can  be  determined  accordii^  to  the  eontract. 

That  the  defendants,  however,  insist  that  tolls  must  be  paid 
them  at  the  time  ^of  the  passage  of  its  boats,  and  that  they 
threaten  to  arrest  and  have  arrested  plaintiffs'  boats. 

The  complaint  states -tibe  uegotiations  between  the  parties 
and  various  i£a9cts  as  to  their  respective  creditors'  business, 
and  the  iuduoements  iof  making  the  contract.  The  XK>m- 
plaint  prays  an  injunction  forbidding  defendants  from  with- 
holding the  iBe  of  their  canal,  and  from  hindering  and  delay- 
ing boats  of  the  plaiati£SB,  and  fer  other  relief. 

A  supplemental  complaint  was  put  in,  aTerriii^  that  de£^id- 
ants  had  put  their  ard»  in  force  and  had  detained  plaiaxtiifs' 
boats.  The  consequences  of  such  detention  and  the  injury  to 
plaintiff  Were  set  out  in  detail,  and  plaintiff  asked  for 
damages. 

The  defendaats  answwed,  denying  plaintiff'  corporate 
capacity  and  interest  in  this  contract.  Admitting  the  prin- 
10 
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cipal  facts  alleged,  but  denying  various  matters  stated  as  to 
the  registration,  etc.,  and  controverting  the  construction  of 
the  contract  claimed  by  plaintiffs. 

There  was  a  preliminary  injunction  issued,  which  was  dis- 
solved or  entered,  and  no  appeal  was  taken  from  this  order. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Judge  Davies,  who  decided  in 
favor  of  the  defendants'  construction  of  the  agreement,  and 
dismissed  the  complaint.  An  appeal  was  taken  from  this 
judgment,  and  it  was  reversed.  A  second  trial  was  had 
before  Judge  SuTHEELAiin),  who  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, with  costs. 

The  judgment  declared  the  construction  of  the  contract  to 
be  what  the  plaintiff  claimed,  and  adjudged  them  damages ; 
but  ordered  an  injunction. 

At  the  trial  the  acts  incorporating  plaintiffs  and  the  con- 
tracts set  forth  in  the  complaint  were  proved.  The  plaintiffs 
proved,  under  objections  and  exceptions,  damages  to  $1,000 
by  the  detention  of  their  boats  for  the  payment  of  toll  of  50 
cents  per  ton  claimed  by  defendants.  They  proved  the  time 
of  opening  the  canal  for  every  year  since  1832  to  1860.  They 
also  introduced  an  agreement  between  the  two  companies, 
made  in  1849,  for  joint  management  and  sale  of  their  coal, 
only  to  be  made  by  the  defendants.  The  agreement  stipu- 
ulated  that  either  party  might  terminate  the  arrangement  by 
notice,  and  that  in  1851  plaintiffs  gave  such  notice. 

The  plaintiffs  rested  on  this  proof. 

Defendants  then  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  to  insist  on 
prepayment  of  tolls,  and  to  prevent  the  passage  of  boats 
through  the  weigh-lock  until  they  had  prepaid  their  tolls ;  and, 
2.  That  if  the  plaintiffs  were  right  they  had  an  adequate 
remedy  by  action  at  law  triable  by  jury;  and,  therefore, 
moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  denied  and  exception  taken. 

Defendants  then  gave  in  evidence  their  own  acts  of  incor- 
poration, etc.,  also  various  letters — ^the  length  of  the  canal — 
the  time  when  the  use  of  this  canal  commenced  under  the  ^ 
contract  between  these  parties  in  1850 — ^the  establishment  of 
a  weigh-lock  at  Hawley  in  1852,  and  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  canal  from  1843  to  1846.     They  also  proved  that  the 
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ayerage  price  of  the  actual  sales  by  them,  in  1852,  was  $3.64 
per  ton.  The  judge  found  as  facts,  that  on  May  1,  1852, 
the  coal  sold  by  defendants  was  less  than  half  their  esti- 
mated sales  for  the  year,  and  that  the  average  price  of  sales 
for  the  year  was  at  least  $3.84,  but  such  price  was  not 
ascertained  or  ascertainable  until  the  close  of  the  year. 

As  law  he  found:  1.  That  by  reason  of  the  impractica- 
bility of  ascertaining  the  average  price  of  all  the  sales  by 
May  1,  or  before  the  end  of  the  year,  defendants  were  not 
entitled  to  charge  or  collect  any  toll  for  coal  transported  until 
the  end  of  the  year.  2.  That  although  it  appeared  that  the 
toll  collectible  by  the  agreement  did  actually  exceed  50  cents 
per  ton,  yet  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  insist  upon 
or  collect  the  same  before  the  end  of  the  year.  3.  That  on 
these  facts  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  damages.  4.  That  these 
damages  were  $1,000. 

The  defendants  excepted  to  these  conclusions  of  law. 

From  the  judgment  at  Special  Term  the  defendants  ap- 
pealed to  the  court  at  General  Term,  where  the  judgment 
was  affirilied,  and  they  appealed  to  this  e^urt. 

John  K.  Porter^  for  the  appellants. 

Amaaa  J.  Pa/rker^  for  the  respondents. 

Emott,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  in  the  present  condition  of 
this  case  and  controversy  to  determine  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs upon  the  facts  proved,  and  assuming  their  construction 
of  the  contract  to  be  correct,  could  maintain  an  action  to 
enforce  its  performance,  or  to  enjoin  the  defendants  against 
its  violation  and  in  imjustly  excluding  the  plaintiffs'  boats 
from  their  canal.  The  preliminary  injunction  which  was 
granted  in  this  aspect  of  the  case  was  vacated  upon  motion, 
and  no  appeal  was  taken  from  the  order  dissolving  it.  The 
supplemental  complaint  asked  for  damages  for  an  actual 
breach  of  the  contract,  and  the  judgment  responded  to  this 
demand  and  gave  the  plaintiff  a  money  recovery  only.  If 
the  plaintiffs  had  brought  precisely  and  merely  such  an  action 
as  the  defendants  insist  this  should  have  been  it  would  have 
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resulted  in  a  eimilar  judgment.  The  only  difference  in  the 
ease  would  Lave  been  in  the  mode  of  trial.  The  question  of 
fact  as  to  the  amount  of  damages  would  in  that  event  have 
been  submitted  to  a  jury.  But  upon  the  case  before  us  the 
mode  of  trial  was  immaterial,  since  the  case  states  that  dam- 
ages to  the  amount  recovered  were  j»*oved  without  dispute, 
if  the  plaintiff  were  right  in  law  and  entitled  to  damages 
at  all. 

The  defendants,  however,  are  not  in  a  position  to  avail 
themselv^  of  any  objection  to  llie  judgment  founded  on  the 
mode  of  trial.  They  did  not  apply  to  have  the  issue  of  fact 
tried  by  a  jury,  but  moved  at  the  trial  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint and  terminate  the  suit  altogetiier.  The  complaint 
eontained  allegations  and  a  prayer  for  both  equitable  and 
legal  relief.  Conceding  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
one  and  not  the  other,  the  defendants  should  have  asked  the 
court  below  to  compel  the  plaintiflfe  to  elect  on  'idiich  part  of 
the  Cfwe  and  for  which  mode  of  trial  and  resulting  relief  they 
would  go,  or  to  strike  out  or  dismiss  that  part  of  the  com- 
plaint seeking  merely  equitable  relief,  leaving  the  residue 
presenting  a  case  triable  by  jury. 

Still,  I  deem  it  not  improper  to  say  that,  in  my  judgment, 
this  action  could  have  beea  maintained  in  Its  equitable  aspect 
if  we  assume  that  the  plaintiflfe  are  correct  in  their  construc- 
tion of  the  contract.  I  understand  the  learned  comiBel  for 
the  delbndants  substantially  to  conoede  as  much,  provided  the 
agreement  upon  -suoh  a  eonstmction  of  it  be  not  nnreafion- 
nble  or  unconscionable,  as  he  insiets  that  it  is.  Aed  I  allude 
to  this  aspect  of  the  case  more  particnlariy  to  eay  that  I  do 
not  perceive  the  unreasonableness  or  unfairness  of  such  a 
contract  between  these  parties  as  the  plaintifSs  claim  that 
they  have  made. 

The  defendants,  when  this  agreement  was  entered  into, 
were  the  owners  of  a  canal  whose  capacity  was,  or  was  sup- 
posed by  them  to  be  more  than  adequate  to  the  transporta- 
tion of  all  the  coal  whifAi  their  own  mines  could  produce,  or 
their  own  boats  deliver  At  tiie  same  time  it  was  evident 
that  the  canal  would  nevo*  be  required  or  used  to  any  great 


1863.]    PiarBr'A  Coal  Co.  v.  Dbl.  and  Hud,  Canai.  Co.        77 
Opinion  Of  the  Oouit,  per  Emott,  J. 

or  remunerative  degree  for  the  carriage  of  paBsengers  or  of 
any  other  article  than  coal,  It  was  therefore  eminently 
desirable  for  the  defendants  to  secure  additional  coal  trade 
and  transportation,  and  to  induce  other  producers  of  coal  to 
make  use  of  their  canal  and  to  construct  other  communica- 
tions connecting  with  it. 

Perhaps  it  would  not  hare  been  an  unreasonable  arrange- 
ment fot  them,  in  order  to  secure  such  a  business,  to  contract 
expressly  that  the  payment  of  their  tolls  or  charges  should 
be  postponed  in  all  cases  until  the  end  of  the  year,  or  some 
period  after  the  passage  of  the  boats.  At  least  a  court  could 
not  pronounce  i^ainst  such  a  contract,  as  so  unfair  as  to  be 
unfit  to  be  aided  or  enforced.  The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants assumes  that  his  clients  intended  to  make  their  tolls  or 
charges  payable  in  advance  in  all  cases,  and  failed  to  do  so  in 
the  contingency  which  happened  in  1852,  if  they  have  failed, 
firom  inadvertance  or  mistake.  But  there  is  no  evidence 
upon  which  to  found  any  such  assumption.  There  is  no 
proof  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  except  what  is  to  be 
found  in  the  instrument  itself,  nor  are  there  either  allega 
tions  Of  proof  that  they  have  inadvertently  or  mistakenly 
made  it  what  it  is.  It  might  of  course  have  been  more  to 
the  intei*66ts  of  the  defendants  to  have  had  a  contract  dis- 
tinctly providing  for  the  prepayment  of  toll  in  all  cases,  but 
so  would  a  higher  toll  have  been  more  for  their  interest. 
We  cannot  presume  that  they  intended  or  supposed  they  had 
made  an  agreement  more  beneficial  to  themselves  than  that 
into  which  thay  actually  entered.  Its  provisions  do  not, 
upon  any  interpretation  contended  for  here,  shock  our  sense 
of  fairness  and  justice,  and  our  duty  is  to  enforce  them  when 
we  have  determined  what  they  are. 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  no  express  or  formal  cov- 
ensnt  or  promise  in  this  agreement  by  the  Pennsylvania 
Coal  Company  to  pay  a  toll,  and  what  is  more  important 
there  is  no  time  stated  when  it  is  to  be  payable.  There  are 
three  measures  of  the  amount  of  toll  given ;  first  when  the 
Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  sell  or  contract  to 
sell  before  the  first  day  of  May  in  any  year,  coal  to  the 
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amount  equal  to  at  least  half  their  estimated  sales  for  the 
year.  In  that  case  the  rule  is  that  two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  average  price  of  such  sales, 
and  one-half  the  residue  is  to  be  the  toll  per  ton.  "Second, 
when  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  do  not 
make  sales  of  coal  previous  to  the  1st  of  May  to  an  amount 
equal  to  one-half  their  expected  deliveries.  In  this  event  a 
similar  computation  is  to  be  made  to  ascertain  the  toll,  but 
the  basis  is  to  be  the  average  of  actual  sales  by  the  Delaware 
and  Hudson  Canal  Company  for  the  year. 

A  third  case  is  where  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Com- 
pany make  no  sales  whatever  during  the  year.  In  this  event 
the  toll  is  to  be  calculated  on  the  sales  for  the  year  of  the 
Wyoming  Association,  or  of  their  assigns,  the  Pennsylvania 
Coal  Company,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  second  case 
upon  those  of  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  in  the  first  of  these  three  cases, 
the  tolls  are  demandable  and  payable  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  boats.  But  this  is  not  merely  from  the  effect  of  the 
use  in  the  contract  of  the  words,  "  charging  and  collecting" 
by  the  canal  company,  nor  from  the  effect  of  the  word  "  tolls" 
in  the  contract,  in  describing  the  compensation  for  the  use  of 
the  canal.  Kor  can  these  words  or  phrases  control  the 
context  so  as  to  compel  a  payment  in  advance,  which 
would  otherwise  .be  deferred.  The  defendants'  canal  was  a 
public  highway,  constructed  under  authority  of  the  State,  and 
by  an  exercise  of  its  rights  of  eminent  domain,  and  of  course 
open  to  the  use  of  all  citizens  upon  making  suitable  compen- 
sation to  the  company  constructing  and  owning  it.  They 
were  authorized  to  exact  this  compensation  by  tolls,  to  be 
paid  at  the  time  of  passing  or  using  the  locks,  and  not  to 
exceed  a  fixed  rate  or  amount.  The  charter  of  the  company 
(Laws  of  1823,  ch.  238,  §  12)  authorized  them  to  "  demand 
and  receive"  of  any  boat  passing  their  canal,  ^^  such  tolls  and 
rates  as  the  managers  shall  think  proper,  at  any  lock  or 
other  convenient  place,"  ,but  not  to  exceed  eight  cents  per 
mile  per  ton  for  coal,  and  half  that  sum  for  other  loads. 
The  next  section  expressly  authorized  the  company  to  stop 
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or  detain  every  boat  until  the  master  or  owner  should  pay  the 
toll.  The  length  of  the  canal  is  ninety-five  miles,  and  the  toll 
or  charge  thus  given  by  statute  would  be  much  larger  than 
that  stipulated  by  this  contract  could  probably  reach.  If  the 
plaintiffs  had  placed  their  boats  upon  the  canal  without  any 
special  agreement  as  to  its  use  and  the  compensation  therefor, 
fchey  would  of  course  have  been  subject  to  the  tolls  authorized 
by  law,  and  the  canal  company  wpuld  "  charge  and  collect," 
or  "  demand  and  receive "  these  tolls  (the  phrases  may  be 
considered  equivalent)  and  -might  enforce  their  payment  at 
once  by  detention.  Even  in  this  case  however  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  tolls  must  be  demandied  and  collected  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  boats,  or  not  at  all. 

The  persons  using  the  canal  which  is  the  property  of  the 
defendants,  would  be  liable  to  an  action  at  common  law  for 
compensation  for  such  use,  and  the  statute  tolls  would  afford 
the  measure  of  that  compensation.  The  additional  remedy 
by  detaining  the  boat  in  its  passage  did  not  deprive  the  canal 
company  of  their  right  to  an  action  to  recover  their  tolls. 
{Jordan  cfe  Skanecntdes^  PL  JR.  Go.  v.  Morley^  23  N.  T., 
552.)  The  plaintiffs  are  liable  at  common  law  for  the  use  of 
the  defendants'  canal,  and  the  measure  of  this  compensation 
is  the  toll  or  price  agreed  upon  between  the  parties.  This 
price  was  due  whenever  the  agreement  fixed  it,  and  collecti- 
ble or  recoverable  by  action  if  not  paid  when  due. 

Nor  do  the  words  charging  and  collecting  in  this  contract, 
any  more  than  the  equivalent  words  "  demand  and  receive  " 
in  the  statute,  exclude  the  idea  of  collecting  compensation  at 
a  future  day,  or  tiie  obligation  of  the  plaintiffs  to  make  such 
subsequent  compensation,  nor  would  it  be  contended  that 
they  limit  the  defendants  to  the  special  remedy  of  detaining 
or  excluding  boats.  Nor,  again,  can  I  accept  a  similar  con- 
clusive infeifence  from  the  use  or  signification  of  the  word 
"  toll."  Toll  is  defined  to 'be  a  compensation  or  payment  in 
markets  and  jSsiirs  for  goods,  cattle,  etc.,  bought  and  sold. 
(Jacob's  Law  Diet.,  Toll.)  A  tribute  or  custom  paid  for  pas- 
sage, or  a  duty  imposed  on  goods  and  passengers  traveling 
public  roads,  bridges,  etc. ;  a  tribute  for  passage ;  a  reasona- 
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ble  sum  dne  to  the  lord  of  a  fair  for  things  sold  there  which 
are  tollable.  (Burrill'a  Law  GHosa.,  Toll,  1 ;  Orabbe  Real  Prop*, 
§  688.)  It  is  defined  by  Webster,  1.  A  tax  paid  for  some 
liberty  or  privilege,  particularly  for  the  privilege  of  passing 
on  a  bridge,  or  a  highway,  or  for  that  of  vending  goods  in  a 
fair,  market  or  the  like ;  2.  A  liberty  to  buy  and  sell  within 
the  bounds  of  a  manor ;  3.  A  portion  of  grain  taken  by  a 
miller  as  a  compensation  for  grinding.  The  derivation  of 
the  word,  signifying  the  cutting  or  taldng  off  a  portion  of  a 
thing,  points  undoubtedly  to  an  immediate  payment  or  exac- 
tion, as  by  a  miller  from  the  grain  brought  for  grinding,  or 
by  the  lord  of  a  fair  or  market  from  the  prices  of  articles  sold. 
Yet  even  in  the  case  of  tolls  for  a  market,  the  proprietor 
may  bring  his  action  and  recover  them  afterward.  {Chrp. 
ofSkMnford  v.  PomletL,  1  Chr.  and  Jer.,  81,  and  cases  cited.) 
While  in  the  case  of  a  toll  for  the  use  of  a  highway  or  a 
bridge  the  word  is  used  or  applied  in  a  manner  more  remote 
from  its  etymological  sense  and  derivation. 

It  is  very  true  that  tolls  ordinarily  are  payable  on  demand 
or  when  the  benefit  for  which  they  are  demandable  is 
received.  At  common  law  a  distress  was  incident  to  toU,  or 
where  the  toll  was  for  passage  or  the  like,  the  passage  could 
be  refdsed  until  the  toll  was  paid.  So  in  charters,  as.  in  this 
case,  a  right  is  given  to  refrise  the  use  of  roads  or  bridges 
belonging  to  corporations,  although  public  highways,  until 
the  tolls  are  paid.  But  it  is  also  implied  in  all  those  cases,  as 
will  presently  be  seen,  that  the  amount  of  such  toll  is  fixed 
and  certain.  The  argument  for  the  defendants  to  show  that 
in  all  the  cases  specified  by  the  contract  now  before  us,  the 
compensation  for  the  passage  of  the  plaintiffs'  boats  must  be 
made  contemporaneously,  rests  almost  entirely  upon  the  force 
of  the  word  ^^  toll"  in  the  contract  as  necessarily  importing 
an  immediate  pajrment.  It  is  one  answer  to  tills  argument 
that  the  compensation  for  which  this  contract  stipulates 
would  be  legitimately  and  properiy  called  toll  although  not 
paid  or  exacted  at  once.  A  case  might  readily  be  supposed 
in  which  the  whole  compensation  for  a  year's  use  of  the  canal 
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might  be  payable  in  gross,  as  toll  for  a  year,  and  not  tolls  for 
the  several  passages. 

It  might  depend  as  to  amount  upon  conditions  or  con- 
tingencies which  could  not  be  determined  until  the  end  of 
the  year,  and  for  this  reason  as  well  as  because  it  was  a  com- 
pensation in  gross  for  the  whole  period,  it  might  indisputably 
be  payable  only  at  the  end  of  the  period.  Yet  this  compen- 
sation might  properly  be  termed  a  toll,  at  all  events  in  such 
an  agreement  as  this,  and  would  answer  the  definitions  which 
have  been  already  quoted,  however  unusual  might  be  such 
a  method  of  computation  or  payment.  It  is  another  equally 
sufficient  answer  to  the  argument  that  whatever  may  be  the 
ordinary  use  or  acceptation  of  such  a  word,  it  must  be  con- 
strued and  qualified  in  such  a  contract  as  this  by  the  circum- 
stances of  its  connection  and  use  in  the  instrument.  We  are 
not  interpreting  a  grant  by  the  sovereign  power  of  a  right  to 
take  tolls,  leaving  the  time  and  mode,  and,  it  might  be,  the 
amount  of  payment,  to  be  ascertained  or  implied  fix>m 
the  mere  term  itself;  but  a  contract  between  two  parties  for  the 
use  of  the  property  of  one  by  the  other,  rendering  a  compen- 
sation which  they  style  a  toll,  but  for  the  time,  manner  and 
amount  of  whose  payment  they  have  stipulated  by  their  con- 
tract. Where  such  stipulations  exist,  or  are  necessarily 
inferable  from  the  positive  agreement  of  the  parties,  they 
will  necessarily  control  any  mere  legal  inference  from  the 
use  of  terms  or  firom  the  ordinary  definition  of  such  a  word 
as  tolls.  Undoubtedly,  as  the  defendants  possess  the  right  by 
their  charter  to  detain  boats  until  the  toll  or  charge  for  the 
use  of  the  canal  is  paid,  and  as  no  credit  or  delay  of  pay- 
ment is  mentioned  in  the  contract,  the  stipulated  toll  is  due 
in  every  case  as  soon  as  the  am<ount  is  determined* 

But  toll  must  obviously  be  fixed  and  certain  where  it  is 
demanded.  It  is  true  that  when  the  right  to  take  toU  is 
granted,  the  amount  need  not  be  fixed  by  the  grant,  and  a 
grant  of  a  right  to  take  reasonable  tolls  is  valid.  (Corp.  of 
Stamhford  v.  Pemlett,  q.  s.)  But  in  any  case  before  toll  can 
be  exacted,  the  amount  must  be  determined,  either  expressly 
by  the  grant  of  the  franchise  to  toll,  or  by  the  act  or  declara- 
11. 
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tion  of  the  party  entitled,  in  the  exercise  of  a  discretion  con- 
ferred, to  take  reasonable  tolls,  or  by  agreement  between  the 
parties.  In  the  first  case  provided  for  by  this  contract  the 
amount  of  toll  is  rendered  certain  by  the  agreement,  and 
therefore  it  becomes  due  on  demand  in  the  absence  of  any 
agreement  to  postpone  its  payment. 

The  proof  shows  that  the  canal  has  for  many  years  been 
opened  for  navigation  and  business  about  the  1st  day  of  May 
in  each  year,  not  in  any  year  before  the  15th  of  April. 
Before  navigation  begins,  therefore,  the  period  arrives  at 
which,  in  the  event  of  contracts  by  the  defendants  to  an 
amount  equal  to  half  their  estimated  annual  sales,  the  price 
is  fixed  upon  which  the  toll  is  to  be  computed,  and  thus 
before  the  plaintifis'  boats  would  begin  to  use  the  defendants' 
canal,  the  tolls  for  its  use  would  be  settled  for  the  year  and 
could  at  once  be  exacted. 

But  the  question  as  to  the  residue  of  this  agreement  upon 
which  the  parties  are  at  issue  is  whether  when  the  defendants 
do  not  before  the  1st  day  of  May  in  any  year  inake  contracts 
to  the  extent  of  half  their  estimated  annual  production,  or 
where  they  make  no  sales  at  all  during  the  year,  the  toll  or 
compensation  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  passage  of 
their  boats  according  to  this  agreement,  can  be  ascertained 
or  determined  before  the  end  of  the  year,  and  if  not,  whether 
any  sum  can  be  exacted  fi*om  each  boat  when  it  passes. 

Theplaintiffi'  right  to  the  use  of  the  canal,  and  the  defend- 
ants' right  to  compensation,  are  both  regulated  and  to  be 
measured  by  their  mutual  agreement.  It  needs  no  argument 
to  show  that  when  the  price  of  coal  by  which  the  rate  of  such 
compensation  is  to  be  fixed,  is  the  average  price  of  actual 
sales,  either  of  the  defendants'  or  of  the  plaintiffs',  such  com- 
pensation cannot  be  determined  until  these  sales  are  made. 
A  distinction  was  attempted  between  sales  for  the  year,  and 
sales  during  the  year,  and  it  is  contended  that  while  the 
latter  signifies  all  the  sales  from  time  to  time  during  the  year, 
the  former  means  sales  made  to  customers  to  supply  their 
needs  during  "ti  whole  year.  There  is  undoubtedly  some  force 
in  the  suggestion,  as  also  in  the  fact  that  while  the  contract 
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speaks  of  sales  for  the  year,  it  speaks  of  tolls  during  the  year. 
There  is,  perhaps,  some  implication  here  that  the  tolls  are  to 
be  continually  demanded  and  received,  while  the  sales  may 
be  all  made  at  one  time,  although  to  supply  the  needs  of  a 
year.  But  the  year  thus  spoken  of  is  the  current  business 
year,  or  what  may  remain  of  it,  and  not  a  calendar  year 
from  the  dates.  And  the  ditBculty  in  making  a  practical 
application  of  this  view  of  the  case  to  the  contract,  is  that 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  at  what  particular  period  after  the 
Ist  of  May,  or  after  what  proportion  of  sales  for  annual 
supply  have  been  made,  the  average  of  such  sales  may  be 
taken. 

In  the  first  event  stipulated  by  the  contract,  the  average  is 
to  be  made  upon  all  the  sales  or  contracts  made  before  the 
first  day  of  May,  provided  half  the  production  of  the  com-' 
pany  for  the  year  has  been  disposed  of  by  that  time. 

If,  however,  we  pass  that  limit,  there  is  no  other  dar  ^et, 
and  no  other  amount  of  sales  specified,  after  or  upon  which 
such  a  computation  is  authorized.  Sales  or  contracts  for 
sales  may  be  made  to  customers  at  any  time  during  the 
year  for  their  supply  of  coal  for  the  residue  of  the  year. 

If  contracts  for  at  least  one-half  the  estimated  product  of 
the  mines  of  the  defendants  are  not  made  by  them  before  the 
first  of  May,  the  price  of  coal  by  which  the  tolls  are  to  be 
computed  is  to  be  taken  from  the  average  of  actual  sales. 

Even  conceding  that  sales  for  the  year  does  not  mean  sales 
during  the  year,  the  contract  calls  for  the  average  of  all  these 
sales.  There  is  nothing  in  the  agreement  to  show  when  or 
by  what  time  short  of  the  whole  year  they  are  to  be  made,  or 
that  the  computation  may  be  made  at  any  particular  period 
and  the  subsequent  sales  rejected  from  the  account. 

There  is  not  any  point  of  time  fixed  for  taking  the  average 
of  actual  sales,  previous  to  their  entire  completion,  nor  is 
there  anything  which  authorizes  us  to  assume  any  period  of 
time  before  the  end  of  the  year,  at  which  we  may  assume 
that  all  the  sales  of  which  the  average  must  be  taken  will 
have  been  made. 
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Whether  the  expression  "  sales  for  the  year  "  means  sales 
to  be  completed  within  the  year  or  all  the  sales  made  during 
the  year,  their  average  cannot  be  ascertained  nntil  they  are 
made,  and  of  course  the  tolls  to  be  computed  from  that 
average  cannot  be  determined  before  that  time.  This  ren- 
ders it  impossible  to  fix  the  toll  to  be  charged  and  collected 
according  to  this  contract,  until  these  sales  are  made,  if  not 
until  the  end  of  the  year.  Certainly  it  was  impossible  to  fix 
the  toll  for  the  year  in  which  this  suit  was  brought  at  the 
time  when  it  was  commenced.  We  must  therefore  inquire 
whether,  although  the  amount  or  rate  of  toll  cannot  be  deter- 
mined yet,  the  defendants  may  exact  a  charge  estimated  to 
be  approximately  or  nearly  what  the  tolls  will  be  under  the 
contract,  before  allowing  the  plaintiffs'  boats  to  pass  through 
the  canal.  In  my  judgment  the  contract  does  not  authorize 
any  such  course ;  it  authorizes  the  defendants  to  charge  and 
collect  certain  tolls  whenever  they  are  due,  and  it  furnishes 
the  means  of  settling  their  amount.  But  it  does  not  authorize 
the  charge  or  the  collection  of  any  other  sums  or  amounts 
than  these  specific  tolls.  If  the  amount  of  the  tolls  were  left 
at  large  or  to  the  discretion  of  the  canal  company,  subject  to 
review  or  correction,  or  to  drawbacks  and  deductions  after- 
ward, the  case  would  be  widely  different.  But  this  contract 
does  not  provide  merely  for  the  payment  of  a  toll  to  be  rea- 
sonable in  amount,  or  to  an  amount  to  be  set  by  the  canal 
company  but  not  to  be  unreasonable.  It  provides  for  the 
ascertaining  and  fixing  that  toll  in  a  specific  manner.  It  is 
silent  as  to  the  time  and  mode  of  payment,  and  it  follows 
that  the  toll  or  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  defendants' 
property  is  due  when  the  property  is  used  and  the  amount 
of  compensation  ascertained  by  the  rule  of  the  contract. 
An  uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  of  toll  at  the  time  of  using 
the  canal,  certainly  would  not  avoid  the  contract,  but  since  the 
contract  contains  the  means  of  arriving  at  certainty  as 
to  the  payment  for  which  it  calls,  such  payment  cannot  be 
compelled  until  the  required  return  can  be  made  certain  by 
those  means. 
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The  clause  requiring  a  reduction  of  the  tolls  iu  case  a 
deduction  or  discount  is  made  from  the  price  estahlished  by 
ihe  sales  or  contracts  made  before  the  first  of  May,  does  not 
militate  against  this  construction.  In  some  cases  these  deduc- 
tions are  or  can  be  ascertained  with  tlie  tolls.  The  contract 
speaks  of  discount  or  deduction  agreed  upon  or  contemplated 
in  the  contracts  for  sale.  Even  if  the  discount  be  contingent 
yet  the  contingencies  may  occur  as  or  before  the  tolls  become 
demandable*  If  not,  however,  still  the  charge  is  fixed  and 
dedared  in  the  first  instance.  It  is  certain  at  the  time  when 
liie  right  to  it  accrues,  even  if  the  defendants  are  liable  to  be 
called  upon  to  make  a  deduction  from  it  afterward.  It  is 
not  left  uncertain  and  indefinite  until  the  contingency  occurs 
upcm  which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  a  reduction  or 
return. 

Here,  as  in  the  other  part  of  the  argument,  the  main  reli- 
ance of  the  defendants  is  upon  the  word  charging  and  col- 
lecting tolls.  I  cannot  however  read  these  words  as  meaning 
diarging  and  collecting  compensation  for  the  use  of  the  canal 
according  to  the  discretion  of  its  owners^  until  the  toll  which 
they  are  really  authorized  to  exact  can  be  ascertained. 

Even  if  the  word  toU  in  its  proper  sense  and  use  implied 
immediate  payment,  yet  as  I  have  already  said,  the  manner 
in  which  it  is  used  in  this  contract,  would  control  that  sense 
and  giv©  to  it  a  different  meaning.  A  word,  ordinarily 
meaning  a  sum  payable  immediately,  when  used  in  a  con- 
nection which  involves  delay  in  determining  the  same,  and, 
hence,  in  the  time  of  its  payment,  must  acquire  a  modified 


It  cannot  be  construed  with  such  technical  exactness  as  to 
do  violence  to  the  rest  of  the  agre^nent  in  which  it  occurs. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  agreement  in  question  under 
the  construction  which  has  now  been  placed  upon  it,  does  not 
give  to  the  Pennsylvania  Coal  Company  the  option  of  defer- 
ring the  payment  of  all  tolls  until  the  end  of  the  year.  It  is 
not  when  they,  but  when  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Com- 
pany have  not  made  sales  before  the  first  of  May  in  any  year 
to  the  amount  of  half  theii; estimated  production  for  the  year, 
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that  the  average  of  actaal  sales  and  not  of  contracts  is  made 
the  basis  of  tolls.  It  is  evident  from  the  case,  and  is  well 
known  to  those  familiar  with  the  trade,  that  the  manner  of 
conducting  it,  is  by  sales  contracted  to  be  made  in  anticipa- 
tion of  the  products  of  the  mines,  and  in  large  quantities 
deliverable  through  the  year. 

If  such  contracts  are  not  or  cannot  be  made  to  any  consid- 
erable extent,  it  indicates  a  dull  or  diminished  demand,  or  an 
unsettled  market.  This  would  affect  both  companies  alike. 
The  plaintiffs  obtain  no  modification  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract in  consequence  of  it,  until  the  defendants  have  ascer- 
tained that  their  business  must  yield  to  such  a  state  of  things. 

The  basis  upon  which  the  defendants  are  to  be  paid  for 
the  use  of  their  canal,  is  evidently  intended  to  be  the  price  of 
coal  for  the  current  season.  That  price  may  be  determined 
by  their  own  sales  and  contracts,  but  when  prices  are  so 
imcertain,  or  the  market  so  dull,  that  it  cannot,  as  is  usual,  be 
set  for  the  season  by  contracts  in  advance,  it  is  not  unjust  to 
compel  both  these  parties  to  submit  to  the  consequences. 
The  defendants  will  not  omit  to  make  early  sales  in  advance 
according  to  the  conmion.  custom  of  the  trade,  unless  for  con- 
trolling reasons,  such  as  either  the  insufficiency  of  the  demand, 
or  the  insufficiency  of  the  price  at  the  opening  of  the  season.  In 
either  event,  if  necessity,  or  a  regard  for  their  own  interest, 
prevents  the  defendants  from  making  their  ordinary  sales,  and 
so  fixing  the  standard  of  toUs  in  any  year,  the  same  control- 
ling cause  will  involve  a  postponement  of  the  payment  of  their 
tolls.  The  determination  of  the  time  of  payment  is  not  in 
truth  committed  to  either  party,  but  is  left  to  events  beyond 
the  control  of  either. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  interpretation  of  this  contract 
adopted  by  the  court  below  in  the  last  trial  of  this  case,  was 
correct  and  that  this  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Affirmed. 
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John  Binssb,  Executor,  and  Louisa  La  Fabge,  Executrix, 
etc.,  of  John  La  Farge,  deceased,  Appellants,  v.  Alonzo 
0.  Paige,  the  President,  Dibectobs  and  Company  of  the 
Schenectady  Bank,  and  Eliza  Peck,  Trustee,  etc., 
Eespondents. 

The  conveyance  of  mortgaged  premises  subject  to  the  mortgage  thereon,  does 

not  make  the  grantee  of  such  premises  personally  liable  to  discharge  the 

mortgage. 
In  equity,  the  question  of  mortgage  is  one  of  intention  of  the  parties. 
JR  seems  that  a  clause  in  a  contract  providing  that  in  case  any  dispute  arise,  the 

same  shall  be  settled  by  arbitrators,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  such  contract. 
A  trustee  receiving  his  commission  cannot  charge  in  addition  a  counsel  fee  for 

himself  although  he  be  a  lawyer. 

This  suit  was  commenced  in  the  late  Court  of  Chancery  in 
June,  1846,  by  John  La  Farge,  since  deceased,  to  procure  his 
release  from  liability  to  pay  the  balances  due  upon  certain 
mortgages  he  gave  to  Gerard  W.  Morris  on  three  lots  of  land 
situated  on  King  street  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which 
balances  remained  due  after  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
pursuant  to  decrees  of  said  Court  of  Chancery,  and  by  which 
decrees  said  La  Farge  was  adjudged  liable  to  pay  said  balances, 
or  to  have  accounts  taken  of  certain  rents  and  profits  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  which  had  been  received  by  the  defend- 
ants, or  by  Paige  for  them,  and  have  them  applied  toward 
the  payment  of  said  balances  or  deficiencies.  The  complaint 
also  contained  a  prayer  for  general  relief  After  the  suit  was 
transferred  to  the  Supreme  Court  it  was  referred  to  a  referee, 
who  made  his  decision  in  1853,  by  which  he  determined  that 
La  Farge  was  not  entitled  to  be  released  from  personal 
liability  to  pay  said  balances  or  deficiencies. '  He  also  held 
that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  collect  under  said  decrees 
the  deficiency  due  thereon  after  deducting  therefrom  the  net 
amount  of  rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  .premises 
received  by  the  defendant  Paige,  less  expenses  paid  by  him, 
and  "  a  reasonable  counsel  fee  to  be  allowed  to  the  defend- 
ants out  of  such  rents,"  which  counsel  fee  he  fixed  at  $500. 
He  also  allowed  Paige  to  deduct  out  of  such  rents  his  actual 
expenses  for  stage  fare,  personal  expenses,  charges  for  drawing 
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leases,  charges  for  insurance,  five  per  cent  commissions,  and 
$165.57  commissions  for  receiving  from  the  master  in  chan- 
cery, who  sold  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  paying  over  to 
the  owners  of  the  foreclosure  decrees  the  net  proceeds  of 
said  premises.  He  fixed  the  amounts  due  on  the  several 
decrees,  and  held  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  execu- 
tions thereon  to  collect  such  amounts.  He  further  decided 
that  the  complaint,  as  to  all  the  relief  asked  therein,  should 
be  dismissed,  with  costs,  and  that  a  judgment  should  be 
entered  in  the  suit  against  La  Farge,  in  accordance  with  his 
decision  and  directions.  A  judgment  was  entered  in  confor- 
mity with  the  decision  and  directions  of  the  referee,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  at  a  Greneral  Term  in 
the  fourth  district.,  The  complainant  having  died,  his  execu- 
tors were  substituted  as  parties  in  his  place,  and  they  appealed 
from  the  judgment  to  this  court. 

All  other  facts  necessary  to  a  correct  understanding  of  the 
decision  of  this  court  are  contained  in  the  following  opinion : 

John  H,  Reynolds^  for  the  appellants. 

A.  O.  Paige^  for  the  respondents. 

Balcom  J.  John  La  Farge  executed  the  mortgages  to 
Morris  in  1831,  and  also  bonds  for  the  payment  of  the  money 
for  which  they  were  taken.  No  person  ever  agreed  with 
him  to  pay  or  discharge  the  mortgages.  He  was  a  defendant 
in  the  suits  for  their  foreclosure  and  was  properly  adjudged 
liable  to  pay  any  deficiencies  there  might  remain  due  upon 
them  after  applying  thereon  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  correctness  of  the  decrees,  when  made,  is  not  disputed 
by  the  appellants'  counsel.  But  he  contends  that  the  pur- 
chase of  the  decrees  by  Paige,  in  trust  for  the  Schenectady 
Bank  and  Mrs.  Peck,  and  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  the  mortgaged  premises  from  time  to  time  until  the 
same  was  purchased  by  Samuel  Jones  Mumford  subject  to 
the  mortgages  and  his  grant  of  the  same  to  Paige  in 
trust  for  the  bank  and  Mrs.  Peck  with  a  general  cove- 
nant of  warranty,  before  the  sale  of  the  premises  under 
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the  decrees,  shifted  the  primary  liability  to  pay  the 
balances  that  remained  due  on  the  mortgages  and  decrees 
after  the  sale,  from  La  Farge  to  Mumford,  and  entitled  the 
former  to  require  the  defendants  to  a^ply  the  avails  of  all 
collateral  securities  they  or  either  of  them  took  of  Mumford, 
for  the  payment  of  the  decrees,  in  discharge  of  the  balances 
due  thereon,  before  they  could  call  upon  La  Targe  to  pay  the 
same. 

This  position  is  untenable.  For  La  Farge  only  conveyed 
the  premises  subject  to  the  mortgages,  and  his  grantee  did 
not,  nor  did  any  subsequent  grantee  down  to  Mumford, 
agree  with  his  grantor  to  pay  the  same.  The  fact  that  the 
premises  were  conveyed  subject  to  the  mortgages  did  not 
make  the  grantees  liable  to  pay  the  same.  {Trotter  v. 
Hughes^  2  Kern,,  74.)  If  the  several  conveyances  had 
contained  words  showing  that  the  grantees  had  agreed  to 
pay  the  mortgages,  the  acceptance  of  such  conveyances  by 
them  would  have  bound  them  to  pay  the  same.  But  they 
did  not  contain  words  of  that  import.  The  decision  in  Trc^ 
ter  V.  Hughes  not  only  establishes  this,  but  also  shows  that  the 
agreement  of  Mumford  with  Paige  to  pay  the  decrees  did 
not  release  La  Farge  from  his  primary  liability  to  pay  any 
deficiencies  thereon. 

The  decrees  were  not  merged  by  the  purchase  of  them  by 
Paige,  though  he  then  was  the  owner  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  in  the  premises  described  in  them.  Paige  acted 
as  trustee  for  the  Schenectady  Bank  and  Mrs.  Peck,  and  the 
instrament  that  conveyed  the  premises  to  him  contained  a 
provision  that  the  same  was  not  intended  by  either  party  to 
operate  as  a  merger  of  the  interest  he  would  acquire  by  tak- 
ing an  assignment  of  the  decrees.  Hence  there  was  no  mer- 
ger. (2  Cowen,  246 ;  RaMey  v.  Ohapm^  11  Paige,  245.) 

The  declaration  of  trust,  made  by  Paige,  dated  the  15th 
day  of  July,  1839,  in  which  he  stated  the  purposes  for  which 
he  took  mortgages  from  Mumford  upon  the  lot  fronting  on 
the  Bowery  in  New  Tork  city,  and  on  certain  real  estate 
situated  in  Elizabethport,  New  Jersey,  and  for  which  he  took 
tlie  conveyance  from  Mumford  of  the  equity  of  redemption 
12 
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in  the  mortgaged  premises,  did  not  affect  the  rights  of  La 
Farge ;  and  ho  conld  not  avail  himself  of  it,  or  use  it  against 
the  defendants  or  either  of  them ;  for  he  was  not  a  party  to 
it,  and  no  consideration  therefor  moved  from  him.  Besides, 
it  did  not  profess  to  relieve  him  from  his  primary  liability  to 
pay  the  decrees,  though  the  fair  inference  from  it,  is  that  the 
author  supposed,  when  he  executed  it,  that  the  mortgaged 
premises  would  sell  for  enough  to  satisfy  the  decrees. 

The  decrees  were  entered  in  April,  1839.  Nothing  was 
done  toward  enforcing  them  until  the  25th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1844,  when  La  Farge  gave  Paige  a  stipulation  that  the 
latter  might  sell  the  mortgaged  premises  under  them,  and  if 
the  premises  should  not  sell  for  a  suflScient  sum  to  pay  the 
decrees  that  payment  of  the  deficiency  might  be  enforced 
against  the  former,  personally,  by  executions,  as  directed  in 
the  decrees,  without  making  any  previous  application  to  the 
court  for  that  purpose.  The  stipulation  contained  a  pro- 
vision for  the  application  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  to  the  payment  of  any  balance  that 
might  remain  due  on  the  decrees  after  the  sale,  similar  to 
that  in  the  bond  to  which  I  shall  presently  refer. 

Paige  received  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  as 
trustee  for  the  Schenectady  Bank  and  Mrs.  Peck,  while  he 
held  the  decrees  and  owned  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the 
premises  prior  to  the  sale;  and  after  the  sale,  at  the  request 
of  La  Farge,  he  vacated  the  docket  of  the  decrees,  and  La 
Farge  then  gave  him  a  bond  by  which  he  bound  himself  to 
Paige  to  pay  the  balance  which  should  remain  due  on  the 
decrees  after  deducting  therefrom  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale 
and  the  balance  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises 
received  by  or  which  had  come  to  the  Schenectady  Bank  or 
their  solicitors,  agents  or  attorneys,  or  of  any  person  or  per- 
sons by  or  on  their  behalf,  or  with  their  permission  or  assent, 
etc.,  after  deducting  from  such  rents  all  legal  and  just 
charges  and  allowances,  such  balance  to  be  liquidated  by  a 
reference  to  the  master  in  chancery  who  sold  the  premises, 
if  the  same  should  not  be  liquidated  by  the  parties  or  Court 
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of  Chancery,  in  case  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  report  of 
the  master. 

The  position  of  Paige  in  respect  to  the  title  to  the  decrees 
and  the  ownership  of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  prem- 
ises and  his  acceptance  and  nse  of  the  stipulation,  and  his 
taking  the  bond  bound  him,  and  the  other  defendants  for 
whom  he  acted,  to  allow  La  Farge,  toward  the  payment  of 
the  balance  due  upon  the  decrees,  the  net  rents  and  profits 
of  the  premises  received  by  Paige  for  the  defendants,  after 
deducting  therefrom  all  legal  and  just  charges  and  allowances. 

The  fact  that  the  stipulation  and  bond  provided  that  the 
amount  of  such  net  rents  and  profits  should  be  liquidated  by 
a  reference  to  a  master  in  chancery,  and  that  Paige  offered 
to  have  the  same  ascertained  in  that  manner,  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  did  not  deprive  La  Farge  of  the 
right  to  have  the  amount  of  such  net  rents  and  profits  ascer- 
tained and  so  applied  in  this  suit.  The  right  to  have  the 
same  so  applied  was  secured  to  him  by  the  stipulation  and 
bond  and  by  Paige's  acceptance  of  them  and  his  acting  upon 
the  former;  and  Paige  could  have  proceeded  with  the  refer- 
ence on  giving  notice  thereof  to  La  Farge,  and  his  neglect  so 
to  do  balanced  the  neglect  of  La  Farge  respecting  the  refer- 
ence. It  seems  that  a  clause  in  a  contract,  providing  that  in 
case  any  dispute  should  arise  in  regard  to  the  same  should 
be  settled  by  arbitrators,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  the 
contract.  (Hhggart  v.  Morgan^  1  Seld.,  422.)  This  princi- 
ple is  applicable  to  this  case,  and  shows  that  the  provision  in 
the  stipulation  and  bond  for  a  reference  to  a  master  in  chan- 
cery, to  ascertain  the  net  amount  of  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  premises,  is  no  obstacle  to  the  allowance  of  the  same  to 
La  Farge  in  this  suit. 

The  referee  erred  in  allowing  the  defendants  to  retain 
$500  out  of  the  net  amount  of  the  rents  and  profits,  as  a  rea- 
sonable counsel  fee,  to  the  defendants.  That  was  not  a  legal 
or  just  charge,  or  a  legal  or  just  allowance  as  against  La 
Farge.  Paige  had  already  been  allowed  his  actual  expenses 
out  in  leasing  and  taking  care  of  and  looking  after  the 
premises,  besides  fees  for  particular  services  and  a  commis- 
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sion  of  five  per  cent  out  of  tlic  rentB  received ;  and  he  could 
not  charge  a  counsel  fee,  as  trustee,  in  addition  thereto,  sim- 
ply because  he  was  a  lawyer.  Chancellor  Kent  held,  in 
Cfrem  v.  Winter  (1  Johns.  Ch.,  26),  that  where  a  trustee, 
who  was  a  counselor-at-law,  was  to  be  allowed  for  "  all  his 
advances  and  responsibilities,"  though  he  was  entitled  to 
a  liberal  indemnity  for  his  expenses  and  responsiHiitieB 
incurred  in  the  due  and  &ithftil  execution  of  his  trust,  yet  he 
was  not  entitled  to  a  counsel  fee  as  a  general  retainer,  nor 
for  anything  more  than  what  is  understood,  in  the  language 
of  a  court  of  equity,  to  be  "just  allowances."  He  rejected, 
in  liiat  case,  a  ehai^  of  $500  for  "  a  counsel  fee  as  a  general 
retainer."  The  principle  established  in  that  case  is  appli- 
cable to  this ;  and  the  charge  of  $500,  as  a  reasonable  counsel 
fee  for  the  services  of  Paige,  in  leasing  and  taking  care  of 
and  looking  after  the  mortgekged  premises,  should  have  been 
disallowed. 

On  what  principle  Paige  was  allowed  $165,57  commissions 
for  receiving  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  *from  the  mast^  in  chancery  who  made  the  sale, 
and  paying  the  same  over  to  his  co-defendants,  is  more  than 
I  have  been  able  to  discover.  According  to  the  bond  Paige 
took  from  La  Farge,  as  well  as  upon  principle,  the  entire  net 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  premises  were  to  be  deducted 
from  the  sum  due  upon  the  decrees  in  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  the  deficiency.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  v^y  clear 
that  this  eharge  of  $165.57  should  have  be^i  refected,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  a  legal  or  just  charge,  or  a  legal  or 
just  allowance. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  for  the  error  of  the  referee  in 
allowing  the  defendants  the  two  charges  of  $166.57  and  $600, 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  modified  or 
reversed,  and  a  new  tnal  granted,  witliout  costs  to  either 
party  in  this  court  or  at  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court. 

All  the  judges  concurring, 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Jambs  0.  Pattbidgib  ei  ai^  Bespondents,  v^  Daihbl  Gildxb- 
KBiSTEB,  Appellant. 

Where  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  with*  the  defendant  to  deliver  him  a 
qnantitj  of  chairs,  a  part  of  which  he  then  had,  and  a  part  of  which  were 
to  be  mamifhcturedf  and  to  take  in  payment  therefor  the  notes  of  M.  at  six 
montha,  aad  deU'vered  the  chairs  he  had  on  hand  ;  and  subsequentlj  demanded 
of  the  defendant  the  notes  of  M.  for  the  chairs  delivered,  which  were  refused  — 
in  an  action  to.  recover  for  the  chairs  delivered,  Tieldj  That  the  plaintiff  might 
recover. 

That  in  order  to  put  the  plaintiff  in  the  wrong*  respecting  the  chairs  to  be  manu- 
factared  and  delivered,  the  defendant  should  have  tendered  the  notes  of  M. 
aud  demanded  the  chairs. 

That  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  deliver  the  chairs  only  upon  the  credit  of  K.,  and 
was  entitled  to  the  notes  on  the  delivery  of  the  chairs  or  any  part  thereof. 

That  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff,  the  notes  of  M.  for 
the  chairs  delivered  when  demanded,  exonerated  the  plaintiff  from  any  far* 
ther  delivery  of  the  chairs,  and  entitled  him  to  has  action  for  those  alroadj^ 
delivered. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  price  of  a  quantity 
of  chairs  alleged  to  be  sold  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  summer  of  1857,  and  which  were  to  be  paid  for  in 
the  paper  of  J.  A.  Mochado  &  Co. 

The  complaint  sets  out  the  agreement  to  purchase,  and  pay 
in  the  notes  of  Mochado  &  Co.,  having  not  more  than  six 
months  to  run  before  maturity,  and  that  plaintiffs,  pursuant 
to  said  agreement,  deKvered  to  the  defendant  chairs  to  the 
amount  of  $M6,  and  demanded  the  notes  of  Mochado  &  Co., 
which  defendant  refused  to  deliver.  Whereupon  judgment 
was  demanded  for  $946. 

The  answer  denies  all  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  and 
sets  up  by  way  of  defense  that  defendant,  as  the  agent  of  one 
Colquitt,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  plaintiffs  to  pur- 
chase a  quantity  of  chairs  amounting  to  $2,310,  to  be  delivered 
on  board  the  ship  Ellen  Hood,  then  lying  in  the  port  of  S'ew 
York,  and  to  sail  for  Valparaiso  in  June,  1857,  and  to  pay  for 
said  chairs,  when  the  whole  quantity  was  delivered,  in  the 
notes  of  Mochado  &  Co.,  having  not  more  than  six  months 
to  run  before  maturity.    That  plaintiflfe  delivered  on  board 
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said  vessel,  a  part  only  of  the  whole  quantity  of  chairs, 
alleging  that  they  could  not  get  the  whole  quantity  ready, 
and  requesting  further  time  to  deliver  the  residue,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  residue  of  the  chairs  should  be  delivered  on 
board  the  ship  Western^  to  sail  for  Valparaiso  about  the  1st 
August,  1857.  That  plaintiffs  neglected  and  refused  to  deli- 
ver the  balance  of  said  chairs,  and  never  have  delivered  the 
same.  The  defendant  also  averred  that  Colquitt  was  ready 
and  willing  to  deliver  the  notes  of  Mochado  &  Co.,  on  full 
performance  of  the  agreement  by  the  plaintiffs.  And  that 
plaintiffs  were  fully  informed  of  defendant's  agency  for 
Colquitt. 

On  the  trial,  John  Pattridge  was  examined  as  a  witness, 
and  testified  in  substance  that  he  was  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  on  the  9th  June,  1857,  he  sold  to  defendant  a  bill  of 
chairs,  exhibited  by  him,  amounting  to  $946.  Defendant 
wanted  to  pay  in  paper  of  Mochado  &  Co.  The  next  day 
the  witness  informed  defendant  that  he  had  but  about  half 
the  quantity  he  (defendant)  wanted,  on  hand,  and  would 
deliver  it  for  the  paper.  Defendant  assented  and  gave  the 
shipping  directions,  and  witness  shipped  accordingly.  He 
says  he  did  not  agree  to  deliver  any  more.  Defendant  said 
he  would  have  another  ship  ready  in  two  months,  and  the 
witness  told  him  he  would  be  ready  then,  but  the  chairs 
were  not,  at  the  time  of  the  conversation,  manufactured.  In 
four  or  five  weeks,  witness  called  on  defendant  and  asked 
him  for  the  notes,  and  he  said  that  he  (witness)  must  go  to 
Colquitt  and  get  pay  as  he  had  purchased  for  him  (C.) 
Witness  told  him  he  knew  nothing  about  C,  he  had  sold  the 
goods  to  him  (defendant),  and  would  look  to  him  for  pay. 
No  other  reason  was  given  for  not  delivering  the  notes. 

On  cross-examination,  the  witness  testified  that  their  orig- 
inal memorandum  was  for  chairs  to  the  amount  of  $1,930, 
that  he  did  not  agree,  absolutely,  to  deliver  $2,300,  of  chairs ; 
the  agreement  was,  to  deliver  what  he  had  ready  for  Mocha- 
do &  Co's  notes.  Delivery  of  goods  to  the  amount  of  $936 
was  admitted.  « 
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Other  witnesses  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
whose  evidence  tended  to  corroborate  the  statements  of  the 
witness  Pattridge. 

On  the  part  of  the  defense,  several  witnesses  were  called, 
whose  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  defendant  acted  in  the 
purchase  as  agent  for  Colquitt,  that  the  agency  was  communi- 
cated to  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  purchase  was  of  chairs  to 
the  amount  of  $2,300,  which  were  to  be  paid  for  in  notes 
of  Mochado  &.  Co.,  on  delivery  of  the  whole  quantity  of  ' 
chairs  purchased.  That,  by  mutual  agreement,  part  only 
were  delivered  on  the  ship  Ellen  Hood,  and  the  rest  were  to 
be  delivered  on  the  Western,  which  was  to  sail  the  1st  of 
August,  then  next,  and  that  some  were  delivered  on  board  of 
said  ship,  or  elsewhere,  except  those  delivered  on  board 
the  Ellen  Hood.  The  defendant  testified,  that  when  he  was 
called  on  for  the  notes,  he  told  Pattridge,  that  Colquitt 
was  sick,  and  that  he  (Colquitt)  would  not  deliver  the  notes, 
as  plaintiffs  had  not  fulfilled  their  contract. 

The  evidence  being  closed,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that 
if  they  believed  defendant  was  in  fact  the  purchaser  of 
the  goods,  to  the  amount  of  $2,310,  then  he  was  liable  for  the 
amount  in  suit,  unless  the  non-delivery  of  the  balance  of  the 
goods  by  the  plaintiffs  excuses  him.  And  whether  or  not 
they  were  excused  depended  on  two  questions. 

1.  Whether  all  the  chairs  to  the  amount  of  $2,300,  were  to 
be  delivered  before  the  notes  were  to  be  delivered.  K  not, 
then  there  is  no  good  ground  of  objection. 

2.  If  they  were  so  to  be  delivered  then  the  exemption  of 
defendant  from  liability  will  depend  on  what  answer  defend- 
ant made  when  applied  to  for  the  notes.  He  (defendant)  did 
not  make  the  non-delivery  of  the  residue  the  excuse,  but 
claimed  that  Colquitt  was  the  purchaser. 

If  the  goods  were  purchased  on  the  credit  of  the  defend- 
ant he  is  liable,  because  if  the  contract  was  an  entire  one,  he 
did  not  object  to  its  being  completely  fulfilled  as  a  reason  for 
not  giving  the  notes.  If  delivered  on  Colquitt's  credit, 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict. 
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The  defendant's  conngel  then  requested  the  conrt  to  charge 
that  if  the  jury  believed  that  if  the  contract  between  plain- 
tiffs and  either  defendant  or  Colquitt  was  to  furnish  $2,300 
worth  of  chairs,  plaintiffe  cannot  recover  for  the  amount 
actually  famished,  unless  the  contract  has  been  waived  by 
the  consent  of  the  parties,  or  the  other  party  to  the  contract 
has  released  the  plaintiffs.  That  the  denial  of  the  contract 
by  the  defendant  when  applied  to  for  the  notes,  if  found 
by  the  jury,  is  not  a  waiver  of  perfomaance  on  the  part  of  the 
plain  tiffe. 

That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  insolvency  of  Mochado  & 
Co.  occurred  after  the  delivery  of  the  goods  in  siiit,  the  fact 
that  they  had  become  insolvent  was  not  a  sufficient  ground 
for  plaintiffs  to  rescind  the  contract. 

The  court  reft»ed  to  charge  either  proposition  as  requested, 
and  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  plaintiffs  fw  $1,046.83, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  thereon,  and  the  same  was  affirmed 
at  a  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  from  that  judgment  the  defendant  appeals  to  this 
court. 

James  Emott,  for  the  appellant. 
J,  T.  Hoffmcm^  for  the  respondent. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  The  only  real  question  in  the  case  was 
whether  the  purchase  of  the  chairs  was  made  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  by  Colquitt  through  the  defendant  as  his  agent.  This 
question  was  fairly  left  to  the  jury,  and  their  finding  is  that 
the  purchase  was  by  the  defendant  and  not  by  Colquitt. 

The  other  branch  of  the  defense  was  that  the  sale  of  the 
chairs  was  part  of  an  entire  contract  for  a  larger  quantity, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  fully  to  perform  on  their 
part,  and  could  not  therefore  recover  for  their  partial  perform- 
ance. I  do  not  think  their  claim  was  sustained  by  any  view  of 
the  evidence.  Upon  the  defendant's  testimony  the  chairs  which 
were  not  delivered  on  board  the  Ellen  Hood,  were  to  be  subse- 
quently manufactured  and  delivered ;  they  were  contracted  to 
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be  shipped  by  the  defendant  by  the  Martaro,  a  vessel  he  after- 
ward sent  to  South  America.  In  order  to  put  the  piaintiffi  in 
the  wrong,  respecting  the  chairs  to  be  manufactured,  the  de- 
fendant should  have  shown  that  he  called  on  them  and  offered 
to  deliver  the  notes  of  Mochado  which  the  plaintiffs  had 
agreed  to  receive.  This  was  not  done,  and  it  does  not  even 
appear  that  the  vessel  in  which  they  were  to  be  sent  ever 
sailed  or  was  ever  ready  to  sail.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  agree 
to  deliver  the  goods  on  the  credit  of  any  one  but  Mochado. 
They  were  not  bound  to  part  with  the  chairs  without  at  the 
same  time  receiving  the  notes,  and  they  were  never  offered 
such  notes  or  required  to  deliver  any  more  chairs.  They 
have  therefore  committed  no  breach  of  the  agreement  on 
their  part,  which  should  deprive  them  of  payment  for  the 
chairs  delivered. 

If  we  should  consider  the  contract  for  the  chairs  manufac- 
tured and  delivered,  and  for  those  to  be  afterward  made  and 
delivered  as  parts  of  the  entire  contract,  still  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  to  wait  for  the  payment  for  those  delivered  until 
the  others  should  be  manufactured.  They  were  to  take  the 
notes  of  Mochado  having  six  months  to  run,  but  they  were 
to  have  the  notes  when  they  delivered  the  chairs.  They  seem 
not  to  have  immediately  exacted  the  notes  for  the  chairs  deliv* 
ered,  but  they  demanded  them  sometime  afterward,  but  instead 
of  delivering  them,  the  defendant,  the  purchaser,  repudiated 
the  contract  and  refused  to  deliver  th^aot.  This  was  a 
breach  of  the  contract  on  his  part,  which  relieved  the  plain- 
tiffi  from  the  obligation  to  deliver  any  more  property,  and 
enabled  them  to  sue  immediately  for  that  which  they  had 
delivered. 

The  foregoing  is  the  result  of  the  evidence  according  to  the 
testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  it  is  apparent 
from  it  that  there  was  nothing  to  submit  to  the  jury,  except 
the  question,  whether  the  defendant  or  Colquitt  was  the  con- 
tracting party.  The  judge  should  have  instructed  the 
jury  that  if  they  found  against  the  defendant  on  that  issue 
of  fact  they  should  give  their  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  By 
leaving  further  questions  to  the  jury,  he  give  the  defendant  a 
13 
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chance  for  a  verdict  to  which  he  was  not  entitled.  Of  this 
he  could  not  of  course  complain. 

The  charge  actually  given  was  not  excepted  to.  The 
further  positions  which  he  desired  to  have  charged,  were 
either  covered  by  the  charge,  or  were  in  themselves  incorrect, 
or  were  immaterial.  He  desired  to  have  the  jury  instructed 
that  the  plaintiflfe  could  not  recover  unless  the  parties  were 
agreed  to  waive  the  further  delivery,  as  the  defendant  had 
released  the  plauitifb  from  ftirther  performance.  This  leaves 
out  of  view  the  rescission  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant 
reftising  to  perform  on  his  part,  which  was  conceded  by  the 
defendant's  evidence,  and  was  the  only  waiver  or  release  indi- 
cated by  any  part  of  the  evidence.  The  judge  had  correctly 
explained  the  eflfect  of  such  refusal  to  perform  in  the  charge 
abeady  given. 

He  then  desired  to  have  the  jury  told  that  the  defendant's 
denial  of  the  contract  when  he  was  called  upon  for  the  notes 
of  Mochado,  for  the  chairs  already  delivered,  was  not  a 
waiver  of  the  further  performance  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
judge  had  aheady  instructed  them  correctly  on  that  point 
when  he  told  them  that  the  claim  of  the  defendant,  that 
Colquitt  was  the  purchaser  and  his  consequent  refusal  to  give 
the  notes  dispensed  with  a  further  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  last  proposition  was  irrelevant.  The  plaintiffs  had 
claimed  notes  on  the  ground  of  Mochado's  insolvency.  That 
fact  certainly  would  not  relieve  the  defendant  from  receiving 
their  notes  according  to  his  agreement.  He  did  refuse,  and 
thus  broke  his  agreement,  and  became  bound  to  compensate 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  goods  which  had  been  delivered. 

I  think  the  appeal  was  wholly  without  merit,  and  that  the 
judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  damages 
for  the  delay. 

All  concur  except  Mitllin,  J.,  who  dissents. 

MuLLDr,  J.  (dissenting.)  The  only  questions  before  us  for 
examination  on  this  appeal,  are  those  arising  on  the  refusal  of 
the  court  to  charge  as  requested  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 
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There  were  no  exceptions  taken  to  the  rulings  on  the  trial, 
nor  to  the  charge  given  to  the  jury.  The  refusal  of  the  court 
being  to  vary  the  charge  as  given,  makes  it  necessary  not 
only  to  inquire  whether  the  refusals  to  charge  as  requested 
were  erroneous,  but  also  whether  the  charge,  as  given,  em- 
braced the  proposition^  to  which  the  requests  applied. 

The  first  request  to  charge  was  that  if  the  jury  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  contract  was  to  fiimish  $2,310 
worth  of  chairs  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  for  the  amount 
actually  furnished  unless  the  contract  had  been  waived  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  or  the  other  party  to  it  had  released 
the  plaintiffs. 

The  first  branch  of  this  request  is  only  another  mode  of 
stating  an  elementary  legal  proposition,  that  in  order  to 
entitle  the  vendor  of  personal  property  to  recover  in  an 
action  for  the  price,  he  must  prove  performance  on  his  own 
part.  Full  performance  is  in  such  cases  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  his  right  to  recover.  The  rigor  with  which  this  rule 
is  applied  is  very  well  illustrated  in  the  case  of  OaMey  v. 
Morton  (1  Kem.,  25).  In  that  case,  Oakley  agreed  with  Mor- 
ton to  keep  twenty  cows  during  the  dairying  season  and  sell 
the  butter  made  to  Morton  at  a  price  agreed  upon,  to  be 
delivered  at  a  time  and  place  specified.  Oakley,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  season  put  twenty  cows  on  his  farm  and 
made  butter  therefrom  until  the  end  of  the  season,  except  that 
about  the  first  of  September  three  of  the  cows,  and  two  about 
the  middle  of  October,  ceasing  to  yield  more  than  about  a 
quart  of  milk  each  per  day,  and  to  be  of  no  value  for  dairy- 
ing purposes,  were  respectively  sold  at  those  dates.  The 
butter  made  from  the  cows  was  sent  by  direction  of  the  defend- 
ant to  a  commission  merchant  in  New  York  tor  sale,  and  it 
was  sold,  but  the  commission  merchant  failed,  and  the  action 
was  brought  to  recover  the  contract  price  of  the  butter.  The 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  at  the  circuit.  The  defendant  moved 
for  a  new  trial  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  was  denied,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  there  was  an 
appeal  to  this  court,  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  because  he  had  not  performed  his  con- 
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tract.  The  keeping  twenty  cowb  for  the  whole  season  was  a 
condition  precedent  which  the  plaintiff  was  bonnd  to  perform, 
and  not  having  performed  it,  he  conld  not  recover,  and  the 
judgment  was  reversed. 

In  Baker  v.  Higgma  (21  N.  Y.,  397),  Baker  agrees  to 
deliver  to  the  defendant  25,000  pale,  brick  on  the  dock  at 
East  Troy,  at  $3  per  thousand,  and  60,000  hard  brick  at  the 
same  place  at  $4  per  thousand.  He  actually  delivered 
10,600  of  each,  and  the  defendant  reftising  to  pay  until  the 
whole  were  delivered;  the  action  was  brought  for  the  price 
of  the  quantity  delivered.  It  was  held  that  he  could  not 
recover ;  that  delivery  or  readiness  and  an  offer  to  deliver 
the  entire  quantity  was  a  condition  precedent  to  payment. 
The  defendant  was  unquestionably  entitled  to  the  instruction, 
and  unless  the  court  had  given  to  the  jury  substantially  the 
same  instruction,  the  reftisal  was  erroneous  and  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed.  The  charge  was  that  if  defendant 
was  the  purchaser  of  goods  to  the  amoimt  of  $2,310  he  was 
liable  for  the  amount  for  which  the  action  was  brought 
unless  the  non-delivery  of  the  balance  of  the  goods  by  the 
plaintiffs  excuses  him ;  and  whether  he  was  excused  depended 
on  two  questions :  First,  whether  all  the  chairs  w^*e  to  be 
delivered  before  payment,  if  not,  then  the  defendant  was 
liable,  and  seocmd,  if  the  whole  were  to  be  delivered  before 
payment,  then  the  plaintiff  was  relieved  from  the  delivery  of 
the  whole,  provided  defendant  put  his  refusal  to  pay  on  the 
ground  that  he  waa  not  the  purchaser  and  not  upon  the  non- 
delivery of  the  whole  quantity  of  chairs. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  charge  presents  to  the  jury  the 
same  proposition  contained  in  the  request,  accompanied  with 
sundry  modifications  not  in  terms  contained  in  the  request. 
But  the  request  after  stating  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
.without  delivery  of  the  whole  of  the  chairs,  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing words,  "  wnlesa  the  contra^  has  heen  wawed  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties  or  the  plamiiff  toas  relieved  by  the  other 
'pa/riyP  This  is  only  another  mode  of  expressing  the  same 
proposition  stated  in  the  charge,  because  by  the  charge  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  the  defendant  put  his  reftisal 
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to  pay,  on  the  ground  that  he  did  not  pnrcliase  the  chairs,  and 
did  not  on  the  omission  to  deliver,  it  was  an  excuse  for 
the  non-delivery,  or  in  other  words,  it  operated  as  a  waiver 
of  the  condition  precedent. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  court  was  right  in  refus* 
ing  to  charge  in  accordance  with  the  first  request,  having 
previously  charged  substantially  as  requested.. 

The  second  request  must,  however,  be  taken  in  connection 
with  the  first,  as  it  is  necessary  to  give  point  and  effect  to  the 
first  request.  The  second  request  is  in  these  words :  "  The 
denial  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant  when  applied  to  for 
the  notes  is  not  a  waiver  of  performance  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff."  The  chaise  was,  defendant  was  liable  if  he  did 
not  put  his  refusal  to  deliver  the  notes  on  the  ground  of  non- 
delivery of  the  whole  quantity  of  chairs  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  effect  of  the  refusal  to  deliver  because  defendant 'was 
not  the  purchaser  is  not  put  to  the  jury  in  the  charge,  and 
if  this  construction  could  have  Jiad  any  influence  on  the  ver- 
dict it  was  error  in  the  court  to  refuse  to  give  the  instruction. 

In  one  part  of  this  charge  the  jury  are  told  that  the 
defendant's  liability  depended  on  the  answer  he  gave  when 
called  on  for  the  notes.  The  judge  does  not  state  to  them 
what  the  answer  was,  but  instructs  them  that  an  answer 
Which  he  did  not  give  rendered  him  liable.  I  am  unable  to 
conjecture  what  effect  the  charge,  if  given  as  requested, 
would  have  had  on  the  jury,  but  I  can  perceive  no  reason 
why  defendant  should  not  have  had  the  benefit  of  an  instruc- 
tion as  to  the  effect  of  what  he  did  say.  The  position  of  the 
judge  was :  I  wiU  not  instruct  the  jury  as  to  the  legal  effect 
of  the  answer  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs'  re- 
quest, but  I  will  instruct  them  that  an  answer  which  he  might 
have  given,  but  did  not  give,  was  fatal  to  him. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  effect  of  the  charge  and  refusal  was 
to  inform  the.  jury  that  what  was  said  by  the  defendant  at 
the  time  of  the  demand  of  notes  was  immaterial,  so  long  as 
he  did  not  place  his  refusal  on  the  grounds  of  non-delivery 
of  the  whole  quantity  of  the  chairs,  the  answer  to  the  sugges- 
tion is  that  no  such  instruction  was  given,  and  if  it  had  been 
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given,  I  think  it  would  have  been  erroneons.  The  two 
requests  taken  together  were  entirely  sound  and  should  have 
been  given  to  the  jury.  It  is  unquestionably  true  that 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  deliver  the  whole  of  the  chairs  unless 
the  conditions  were  waived  or  the  plaintiff  relieved,  and  the 
answer  given  could  not  operate  as  a  waiver  of  performance* 

The  plaintiff  had  given  evidence  of  the  insolvency  of 
Mochado  &  Co.  To  hold  the  plaintiff  to  complete  perform- 
ance before  he  could  recover,  was,  in  effect,  compelling  him 
to  take  in  payment  the  notes  of  an  insolvent  firm,  a  result  a 
jury  would  struggle  to  avoid  unless  compelled  to  come  to  it 
by  positive  instructions  from  the  bench  or  by  the  over^ 
whelming  force  of  the  evidence.  It  was  due.  to  the  defend- 
ant under  such  circumstances,  that  he  should  have  the  benefit 
of  any  construction  which  could  be  legitimately  given  in 
order  to  relieve  him  from  the  improper  influence  of  the  evi- 
dence of  insolvency.  The  instruction  asked  for  as  to  the  legal 
effect  of  the  insolvency  of  Mochado  &  Co.,  was  not  irrelevant , 
and  should  have  been  given.  There  is  reason  to  apprehend 
that  the  refusal  to  give  the  instruction  might  be  treated  as 
equivalent  to  saying  that  the  insolvency  of  Mochado  &  Co. 
was  a  sufficient  ground  for  plaintiffi  to  rescind  the  contract^ 
and  if  so  understood,  was  fatal  to  the  defendant. 

"While  the  court  should  not  be  astute  in  searching  for 
grounds  on  which  to  reverse  a  judgment  or  set  aside  a  verdict, 
yet  every  one  conversant  with  legal  proceedings  knows  to 
what  extent  juries  endeavor  to  relieve  a  party  from  the  effect 
of  a  rule  of  law,  when  it  contravenes  in  the  given  case,  their 
views  of  what  is  right  and  just,  and  when  there  is  reason 
to  fear  that  a  jury  has  been  thus  influenced,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  protect  the  party  by  holding  both  court  and 
jurors  to  a  rigid  compliance  with  the  rules  of  law. 

It  is  quite  possible  that  a  new  trial  may  not  change  the 
result  already  arrived  at  in  this  case.  We  cannot  be  in- 
fluenced by  any  such  consideration.  The  defendant  had  the 
right  to  these  instructions,  requested,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  comply  with  them.     And  having  refused  to  do 
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80  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

The  omission  to  except  to  the  chaige  has  deprived  the 
plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  a  review  of  that  portion  of  it  in 
which  the  jury  was  instructed  that  defendant  was  liable, 
because  he  did  not  put  his  refusal  to  deliver  the  notes  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had  delivered  all  the  chairs.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  admit  the  soundness  of  the  proposition,  but 
as  it  is  not  in  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss. 

Judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

AflSrmed. 
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Statement  of  ease. 
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Appdlants. 

Frooeedingfl  ^  rem  against  a  vessel  for  the  price  of  coal  furnished  her  deter- 
mine  no  qaeetion  of  ownership  of  the  yessel;  and,  oonsequentlj,  are  not 
admissible  as  eyidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  ownership. 

CSonnsel  desiring  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  as  to  a  particular  proposition,  not 
making  the  proposition  clear  and  intelligible,  eannot  complain  if  the  instruct 
tion  is  refused. 

This  is  an  action  brought  to  reecnrar  damages  £(»*  the 
alleged  conversion  of  a  quantity  of  coal,  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff.  Griffiths  was  the  sheriff  of  XJlster  county.  The 
defendant,  Lefever,  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  one  N.  Elmen- 
dorf,  and  the  defendant  Schoonmaker  was  a  co-defendant  in 
another  judgment  with  said  Elmendorf,  recovered  in  favor 
of  one  Styles.  It  was  under  these  two  judgments,  that  the 
coal  in  question  was  levied  on,  as  the  property  of  Elmendorf, 
by  Griffith,  the  sheriff,  under  the  directions  of  the  other 
defendants. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  called  one  Morey  as  a  witness, 
to  testify  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  coal,  who  testified  that 
in  1855,  he  was  running  the  steamboat  Alida  from  Eondout 
to  New  York,  under  the  plaintiff  Van  Vechten.  That  he 
was  acting  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  for  him,  aTid  hrugkt 
the  coaH  for  the  plwmtiff.  Before  July,  1854,  he  had  acted 
as  agent  of  Elmendorf  in  running  the  boat  Alida,  Elmendorf 
having  been  former  owner.  The  boat  was  sold  in  July, 
1854,  when  the  plaintiff  bought  it,  and  hired  the  witness  to 
go  on  as  his  agent,  the  same  as  before.  The  sheriff  was 
ordered  to  sell  the  coal  in  question  by  Lefever  &  Westbrook, 
"Westbrook  acting  for  Schoonmaker.  It  came  out  on  the 
trial,  under  an  objection  from  the  defendants,  that  the  Styles 
judgment  (the  amount  of  it)  was  paid  to  Styles,  by  the  check 
of  the  defendant,  Schoonmaker,  but  that  it  was  not  his 
money  that  paid  it,  but  the  money  of  Cornelia  Schoon- 
maker, who  paid  the  amount  and  took  an  assignment  of  the 
judgment. 
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After  this  testimony  had  been  given,  the  defendants  offered 
to  show  by  same  witness  an  agreement  between  him  and 
Elmendorf,  by  which  the  latter  had  agreed  for  a  valuable 
consideration  to  assume  the  payment  of  the  debt  npon  which 
this  judgment  was  recovered,  and  indemnify  Schoonmaker 
from  all  liability  upon  it.  Under  objection,  the  offer  was 
rejected,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  Sykes,  Van  Wagoner 
and  Morey,  testified  that  this  eoal  was  never  delivered  on 
board  the  Alida  under  the  contract  received  in  evidence,  but 
upon  the  pledge  for  the  payment  thereof,  made  by  Morey, 
Eobert  Van  Wagoner  aoxd  Josiah  Dubois,  Van  Wagoner 
averring  that  what  was  called  the  cont/t'octy  they  had  refused 
to  carry  out.  The  defendants  offered  in  evidence  an  exem- 
plified copy  of  the  proceedings  in  the  United  States  District 
Court,  against  the  steamboat  Alida,  upon  the  libel  of  the 
Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company,  to  obtain  judgment 
for  the  coal  in  question,  and  the  decree  of  the  court  in 
the  case — which  offer,  under  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff, 
was  rejected.  It  appearing  that  Elmendorf  had  n^otiated 
to  raise  some  money  for  the  plaintiff,  and  had  obtained  from 
a  firm  in  New  York  (Mills  &  Thompson)  three  notes,  fwr 
which  they  were  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  AKda,  the 
defendant  offered  to  show  that  upon  a  trial  in  New  York,  in 
an  action  brought  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  it  had  been 
held  usurious  and  was  not  paid,  which  evidence,  under 
plaintiff's  objection,  was  rejected. 

The  court,  among  other  things,  charged  the  jury  that  "  if 
Morey  is  to  be  credited  th«pe  can  be  but  little  doubt,  tiiat  ho 
both  run  the  boat  and  purchased  the  hobI  as  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  the  plaintiff."  Exception  by  defendant. 
Several  other  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  def(^dant  to  the 
judge's  charge,  and  to  the  judge's  refusal  to  charge,  which 
will  be  noticed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $&82  damages,  and  the  court 
ordered  the  case  and  exception  to  be  heard  at  a  Genera) 
Term  in  first  instance,  all  proceedings  on  the  verdict  to  be  in 
the  mean  time  stayed.  The  General  Term  heard  the  case, 
and  ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  entered  on  the 
14 
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verdict.  Judgment  in  pursuance  of  order  of  General  Term, 
was,  January  10, 1860,  duly  entered  in  Ulster  cotmty  clerk's 
office,  for  $850.02,  damages  and  costs.  From  the  above 
judgment  so  entered,  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Z.  Tremmnj  for  the  plaintiff  (respondent). 

John  H.  Hei/rioldSj  for  the  defendants  (appellants). 

HooBBOoM,  J.  Most  of  the  propositions  in  the  judge's 
charge  to  the  jury  on  which  the  appellants'  counsel  founds 
liis  allegations  of  error  are  manifestly  comments  upon  the 
facts  of  the  case,  or  expressions  of  opinion  in  regard  thereto, 
and  are  not  the  subject  of  exception,  and  the  remedy  is  not 
to  except  thereto,  but  to  call  the  attention  of  the  judge  to 
them,  and  ask  for  fuller  explanations  in  l*^ard  thereto,  or 
demand  their  submission  to  the  jury  as  questions  of  fact. 

Of  this  nature  is  the  remark  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  any  collusion  between  the  plaintiff  and  Elmendorf  in 
regard  to  the  purchase  of  the  Alida ;  also,  the  remark  that 
the  $9,000  and  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  of  the  State  of  New 
York  Bank  and  Huguenot  Bank,  were  all  the  moneys  shown 
to  have  belonged  to  Elmendorf,  or  to  have  been  advanced  by 
him  to  the  plaintiff;  and  also  the  remark  that  if  Morey  was 
to  be  credited,  there  could  be  but  little  doubt  that  he  both 
run  the  boat  and  purchased  the  coal  as  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  only  points  in  regard  to  which  I  have  had  any  hesita- 
tion was  the  refusal  to  comply  with  the  defendants'  request 
to  charge  in  a  single  particular,  and  the  rejection  of  a  single 
offer  of  evidence.  The  defendants  requested  the  court  to 
charge  that  although  Morey  supposed  he  was  acting  as  the 
agent  of  Van  Vechten,  yet  if  Elmendorf  was  the  man  stand- 
ing back,  and  Van  Vechten  was  his  agent,  then  Morey's  sup- 
position as  to  the  party  for  whom  he  was  acting  made  no 
difference.  The  court  refused  to  charge  in  this  form,  and 
die  defendants'  counsel  excepted.  I  think  on  the  whole 
such  refusal  was  proper,  for  the  following  reasons : 

Ist.  It  was  not  in  itself  quite  clear  and  intelligible.  It 
probably  was  intended  to  say  that  if  Elmendorf  was  the  real 
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principal  of  Van  Vechten,  who  was  the  apparent  principal 
of  Morey,  Morey's  ignorance  of  that  fact,  and  supposition 
that  Van  Vechten  was 'the  real  and  ultimate  principal,  would 
not  prejudice  the  defendants'  right  to  go  back  to  the  real, 
though  remote  principal  in  the  transaction.  But  the  idea 
was  not  very  clearly  conveyed  by  the  language  used. 

2d.  The  court  had  already  charged  that  if  Morey  was  act- 
ing as  agent  for  Elmendorf,  they  must  find  for  the  defendants. 
This  embraced  the  substance  of  the  instruction  asked — not 
in  the  precise  words  proposed — but  in  legal  effect.  And  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  counsel  had  neglected  to  pre- 
sent the  application  of  this  principle  in  all  its  various  phases 
to  the  jury,  or  that  the  court  would  have  refused  a  more 
detailed  exposition  of  it  to  the  jury  if  it  had  been  properly 
and  intelligibly  requested. 

The  defendants'  counsel  also  offered  to  prove  that  the  debt 
in  the  Styles  judgment  was  in  fact,  by  an  agreement  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  entered  into  between  Elmendorf  and 
Bchoonmaker,  the  debt  of  Elmendorf  to  pay,  and  had  been, 
assumed  by  the  latter.  This  evidence  was  twice  offered  and 
twice  rejected  by  the  court,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  I 
adhere  to  the  opinion  I  entertained  when  the  case  was  in  the 
Supreme  Court,  that  this  was  error.  Schoonmaker  justified 
under  the  Styles  judgment,  and  as  he  was  a  defendant  therein, 
and  had  moreover,  by  his  own  check,  paid  the  same  when  it 
was  assigned  to  his  mother,  Cornelia  Schoonmaker,  it  became 
necessary,  in  order  to  show  that  the  judgment  was  still  in  life 
and  not  extinguished,  to  prove  either  that  the  assignment  was 
a  honafide  one  to  the  latter,  paid  for  with  her  money,  or  taken 
in  her  name,  though  for  the  benefit  of  Marius  Schoonmaker, 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  collect  its  amount  of  the  party 
(Elmendorf)  really  and  primarily  liable  to  pay.  Having 
this  object,  the  testimony  was,  in  my  opinion,  proper,  and 
should  have  been  admitted.  But'  a  suggestion  is  now  made 
which  was  not  presented  in  the  Supreme  Court,  that  although 
this  may  have  been  technically  erroneous  it  worked  no  prac- 
tical prejudice  in  the  final  result  to  Schoonmaker,  as  the 
defendants  justified  under  another  judgment — that  of  Lefever 
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— ^wholly  unimpeached,  and  inasmuch  ae  the  jury  rendered  a 
general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  all  the  defend- 
ants including  Lefever,  it  naust  have  been  founded  upon  the 
fact  ascertained  by  the  jury  and  declared  by  their  verdict 
that  the  coal  which  was  the  subject  of  the  controversy  was 
the  property  of  Van  Vechten,  and  not  of  Elmendorf,  at  the 
time  of  the  levy  and  sale  under  the  judgments  and  execu- 
tions. On  reflection  I  regard  this  aa  a  satisfactory  answer  to 
the  argument  based  on  the  rejected  evidence.  I  am  not  able 
to  see  that  Schoonmaker  has  been  prejudiced  by  its  errcmeous 
exclusion,  and  I  therefore  assent  to  the  ajffirmanne  of  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below. 

Davies,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  trespass  against  the 
defendants,  for  taking  and  converting  to  their  own  use  a 
quantity  of  coal,  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  his  property. 
The  defendants  claimed  that  the  coal  was  the  property  of 
one  Nicholas  Elmendorf,  and  they  justified  the  taking  of  the 
coal  by  virtue  of  a  sheriff's  sale  to  them  on  executions  issued 
on  judgments  against  Elmendorf.  The  main  point  in  con- 
troversy upon  the*trial  was  whether,  at  the  time  of  {he  sher- 
iff's  sale,  the  coal  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  or  that  of 
Elmendorf.  The  verdict  of  the  jury'aflSbrms  that  it  was  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  if  there  has  been  no  error  in 
the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence,  or  in  the  charge  made 
or  refdsal  to  charge,  that  verdict  must  stand,  and  the  fact 
affirmed  by  it  be  regarded  as  established.  On  the  17th  July, 
1854,  John  Van  Vechten  claimed  to  have  become  the  owner 
of  the  steamboat  Alida,  by  virtue  of  a  sheriff's  sale  to  him 
upon  executions  issued  upon  judgments  against  Nicholas 
Elmendorf  and  otha«.  Elmendorf  had  theretofore  been  the 
acknowledged  owner  of  the  boat.  While  such  owner,  and 
in  the  spring  of  1854,  he  had  made  a  contract  with  the  Del- 
aware and  Hudson  Canal  Company  to  supply  the  boat  with 
coaL  After  the  purchase  of  the  boat  by  the  plaintiff  he 
employed  one  Morey  to  run  the  boat  for  him  and  on  his 
account ;  and  Morey  testified  that  he  purchased  this  coal  of 
the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  for  the  plaintiffl 
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That  he  was  authorized  to  purchase  for  the  plaintiflT,  and  on 
his  account)  what  the  boat  needed.  The  defendants  claimed 
that  the  sale  of  the  steamboat  to  the  plaintiff  was  collusive. 
That  in  fact  Elmendorf  was  the  purchaser,  and  that  he  fur- 
nished the  money  paid  for  her,  and  was  in  truth  the  bidder 
at  the  sheriff's  sale.  Evidence  was  given  tending  to  show 
that  Elmendorf  advanced  money  to  Van  Vechten,  at  about 
the  time  of  the  sale ;  that  Van  Vechten  was  his  father-in-law, 
and  that  Elmendorf,  after  the  sale,  interfered  in  the  affairs 
of  the  boat.  Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  sought  to  establish 
that  one  of  the  judgments  upon  which  the  sheriff  sold  had 
been  paid  and  extinguished  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  This 
was  a  judgment  in  favor  of  William  H.  Styles  against  Elmen- 
dorf, Marius  Schoonmaker  and  William  Masten,  and  which 
Schoonmaker  procured  to  be  assigned  to  Cornelia  E.  Schoon- 
maker, his  mother.  He  testified  that  the  assignment  was  for 
his  benefit,  as  he  did  not  want  his  property  sold  under  the 
judgment ;  that  it  was  not  his  money  that  was  paid  for  the 
assignment)  but  that  of  his  mother;  and  the  defendants 
offered  to  show  that  before  the  judgment  was  rendered,  by  an 
arrangement  between  Elmendorf  and  Schoonmaker,  Elmen- 
dorf had  assumed  to  pay  and  save  Schoonmaker  harm* 
less  &om  this  very  debt.  This  evidence  was  objected  to 
by  the  plaintiff  as  irrelevant  and  improper,  and  excluded  by 
the  judge,  and  an  exception  taken.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendants  also  offered  in  evidence  an  exemplified  copy  of 
the  records  of  the  proceedings  of  the  United  States  District 
Court  of  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  Delaware  and  Hudson  Canal  Company  against  the 
steamboat  Alida  for  the  condemnation  and  sale  of  the  vessel, 
her  tackle,  etc.,  to  pay  the  amount  due  the  libellant  for  the 
coal  in  controversy,  with  interest  and  cost,  and  the  judgment 
and  decree  of  the  court  thereon,  wiiich  was  olgected  to  by 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  same  was  excluded  by 
the  judge,  and  an  exception  taken.  In  charging  the  jury  the 
judge,  among  other  things,  said,  "  If  Morey  is  to  be  credited 
there  can  be  but  little  doubt  that  he  both  run  the  boat  and 
purchased  the  coal  bs  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  and  for  the 
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plaintiff."  This  portion  of  the  charge  was  excepted  to  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants.  He  also  stated  to  the  jury  that 
there  was  no  evidence  of  any  collusion  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  Elmendorf  in  regard  to  the  purchase  of  the  steam- 
boat ;  and  he  also  stated  to  the  jury,  that  the  $9,000  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  State  of  New  York  bank  stock  and  the 
Huguenot  Bank  stock  were  all  the  moneys  shown  to  have 
been  Elmendorf 's,  or  advanced  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  or  in 
regard  to  which  there  is  any  proof  that  it  was  Elmendorf 's ; 
and  that  the  proof  of  these  facts  was  not  at  all  important, 
except  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  ownership,  and  that  the 
Alida  was  run  for  Elmendorf  and  not  for  Van  Vechten ;  to 
which  several  portions  of  the  charge  the  defendants'  counsel 
also  excepted.  The  judge  further  charged  the  jury  that,  if 
the  jury  were  satisfied  that  Morey  was  acting  as  agent  for 
Elmendorf  [though  he  swears  otherwise]  then  they  must  find 
for  the  defendants.  To  the  remark  in  brackets,  "though 
he  swears  otherwise,"  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendants  requested  the  judge  to  charge  the 
jury:  "That,  although  Morey  supposed  he  was  acting  as 
the  agent  of  Van  Vechten,  yet  if  Elmendorf  was  the  man 
standing  back,  and  Van  Vechten  was  his  agent,  then  Morey's 
supposition,  as  to  the  party  for  whom  he  was  acting,  made 
no  difference."  The  judge  refused  so  to  charge,  and  the 
defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

The  inquiry  as  to  the  arrangement  between  Schoonmaker 
and  Elmendorf,  was  wholly  immaterial  upon  the  issue  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  and  passed  upon  by  them,  namely,  whether 
or  not  Van  Vechten  was  the  owner  of  the  coal  levied  upon 
and  sold  by  the  defendants  as  the  property  of  Elmendorf. 
They  only  needed  the  judgments  and  executions  against 
Elmendorf  as  a  protection  and  justification  in  seizing  and 
taking  his  property.  The  judgment  could  not  in  any  sense 
be  said  to  justify  the  taking  of  the  plaintiff's  property. 
Until  that  issue  (the  only  one  submitted  to  the  jury)  had  been 
found  adversely  to  the  plaintiff,  did  the  inquiry  become  at 
all  material,  in  reference  to  this  or  any  other  judgment 
against  Elmendorf.    If  the  coal  was  the  property  of  the 
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plaintiff,  the  defendants  then  make  it  trespassing,  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  they  took  it  under  cover  of  judgment 
and  execution,  and  sales  therein,  or  how  otherwise,  and  it  is 
equally  immaterial  whether  such  judgments  were  pretended 
or  real,  paid  or  valid.  In  any  event  they  could  furnish  no 
justification  or  excuse  for  taking  and  selling  the  plaintiff's 
property.  It  was  of  no  importance,  therefore,  whether  the 
agreement  inquired  about  existed  or  not.  It  could  only  have 
been  material  in  the  ejrent  that  the  jury  had  found  that  the 
coal  was  the  property  of  Elmendorf,  and  the  defendants  were 
seeking  to  justify  themselves  for  taking  and  converting  his 
property.  No  question  was  madje  as  to  the  Lefever  judgment. 
That  was  a  valid  and  subsisting  judgment,  and  if  the  coal 
was  the  property  of  Elmendorf,  the  levy  under  the  execution 
issued  upon  it,  and  the  sales  by  virtue  thereof,  divested 
Elmendorf  of  aU  rights  and  title  in  the  coal,  and  vested  the 
same  in  the  defendants,  the  purchasers  at  the  sale.  This 
made  their  title  and  justification  upon  this  hypothesis  com- 
plete, and  they  had  no  occasion  to  strengthen  it  by  invoking 
the  aid  of  the  other  judgment.  It  was  assumed  by  the 
charge  that  the  defendants  had  good  title  to  the  coal,  and 
were  justified  in  taking  it,  provided  it  was  not  the  property 
of  this  plaintiff,  and  the  issue  was  narrowed  down  between 
the  parties  to  that  simple  question.  The  defendants  could 
have  sustained  no  injury  by  the  exclusion  of  the  offered  evi- 
dence. Each  of  the  defendants  in  his  answer  claims  that 
the  coal,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  was  the  property  of  Elmen- 
dorf, and  in  his  possession,  and  the  defendant  Schoonmaker 
admits  that  he  was  one  of  the  purchasers  thereof  at  said  sale, 
and  claims  title  thereto  by  virtue  of  said  sale.  He  could 
not,  therefore,  fail  in  his  defense,  even  if  the  Styles 
judgment  had  no  existence,  provided  the  defendants  had 
established  on  the  trial  that  the  coal  was  the  property  of 
Elmendorf.  To  this  end  the  defendants  offered  in  evidence 
the  proceedings  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States, 
whereby  it  appeared  that  the  steamer  Alida  had  been 
libeled,  by  the  vendors  of  this  coal,  to  recover  the  amount 
thereof,  and  that thevessel  had  be^i  condemned  for  the  coal, 
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with  costs,  etc.  This  was  a  proceeding  m  rem  against  the 
vessel,  whidi  was  liable  for  the  coal  famished  her,  whoever 
might  have  been  the  owner  of  the  vessel  or  the  owner  of  the 
coaL  The  proceedings  determined  no  question  as  to  such 
ownership,  and  could  have  no  relevancy  in  arriving  at  a 
solution  of  that  question.  If  the  statement  of  Morey  be 
true,  that  he  purchased  the  ooal  for  the  plaintiff,  and  upon 
his  credit,  then  the  plaintiff  became  the  owner  of  it,  and  he 
was  also  liable  to  the  vendors  for  the  price  thereof  as  well 
as  the  vessel  for  which  it  was  provided.  The  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  the  boat,  unless  there  was  collusion  between 
him  and  Elmendorf.  The  defendants  did  not  ask  that  ques- 
tion to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  if  it  had  been,  and  they 
had  found  that  the  sale  of  the  boat  to  the  plaintiff  was  col- 
lusive, and  that,  in  fact,  it  still  remained  the  property  of 
Elmendorf,  there  was  no  evidence  given  upon  the  trial  to 
sustain  such  a  finding.  If  the  boat  was  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  then  the  condemnation  and  sale  thereof  to  pay  for 
the  coal,  would  only' show  that  he  had  paid  for  the  coal,  as 
he  had  agreed  to  do,  when  he  purchased  it.  That  he  had 
but  discharged  a  debt  due  by  him,  and  this  tended  in  no 
degree  to  establish  the  position  that  the  coal  was  the  property 
of  Elmendort     The  evidence  was  properly  excluded. 

I  am  unable  to  see  anything  objectionable  in  the  first  por- 
tion of  the  charge,  objected  to  by  the  defendants'  counsel.  In 
it,  the  judge  states,  that  if  Morey  is  to  be  believed,  th^e  is 
little  doubt,  that  both  run  the  boat,  and  acted  as  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  purchase  of  the  coal.  Morey's  testimony 
was  not  sought  to  be  impeached  directly,  but  circumstances 
were  adduced  by  the  defendants,  by  which  they  sought  to 
maintain  that  Morey,  in  running  the  boat,  and  making  the  pur- 
chase of  the  coal,  acted  as  the  agent  of  Elm^idorf.  His  positive 
statement  under  oath,  was  that  in  making  the  purchase,  and 
running  the  boat,  he  acted  as  plaintiff's  agent.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  judge  thereupon,  to  have  called  the  attention  of 
the  jury  to  this  positive  statement  of  the  witness,  to  rebut 
the  defendants'  theory,  and  if  his  testimony  was  credited,  it 
effectually  demolished  it.    It  was  no  error  on  the  part  of 
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the  judge,  to  toy  so  to  the  Jury.  The  judge  was  nndoubtedly 
correct  in  stating  to  the  jury,  that  the  proof  of  the  facts,  in 
regard  to  the  collusion  alleged  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Elmendorf,  in  relation  to  the  purchase  of  the  boat,  or  in  regard 
to  the  moneys  advanced  by  Elmendorf  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  Alida  was  run  for  Elmendorf,  and  not  the  plain 
tiff,  were  only  important  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  own 
ership  — that  is,  the  question  of  the  ownership  of  the  coal. 
That  was  the  only  question  at  issue,  and  the  circumstances 
alluded  to  had  no  significance,  except  as  bearing  upon  that  \ 

question.  If  the  defendants  wished  any  question  submitted 
to  the  jury,  on  the  subject  of  the  collusion  or  of  the  moneys 
advanced  by  Elmendorf,  or  as  to  Morey  being  his  agent,  the 
judge  should  have  been  specially  requested  to  submit  such 
questions,  and  if  he  had  refused,  an  exception  could  have 
been  taken.  If  such  refusal  had  been  error,  the  exception 
would  have  been  available.  {Fraser  v.  Stdlwagen^  15  N".  T., 
315 ;  PVwmb  v.  CaMa/raugu8  County  Ins.  Co.^  18  N.  T.,  392 ; 
WmoJieU  V.  Hicks^  id.,  558.)  There  was  no  error  in  the  judge 
stating  to  the  jury  in  his  directions  to  them  to  find  a  verdict 
for  defendants,  if  they  found  that  Morey  was  acting  as  the 
agent  of  Elmendorf  in  the  purchase  of  the  coal,  that  Morey 
had  sworn  otherwise.  It  was  not  withdrawing  from  them  the 
decision  of  the  question,  whose  agent  he  was,  but  calling  their 
attention  to  the  fact,  when  they  were  weighing  all  the  circum- 
stances bearing  on  that  point,  to  the  testimony  of  Morey  him- 
self. It  was  positive  and  unequivocal,  and  his  testimony  was 
not  sought  to  be  impeached.  It  was  a  controlling  fact  in  the 
cause,  and  it  was  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  to  have  it  placed 
properly  before  the  jury.  The  jury  were  not  told  to  give  it  any 
andue  weight,  but  to  take  into  consideration,  when  discussing 
this  point,  what  Morey  had  sworn  to.  It  is  diflScult  to  see  how 
the  judge  could  have  more  impartially  or  candidly  referred  to 
the  conflicting  testimony  in  the  case.  He  properly  left  all  the 
facts  and  circumstances  to  the  jury,  for  them  to  draw  such 
inference,  as  they,  in  their  judgment,  should  determine.  The 
Supreme  Court,  saw  no  reasons  for  disturbing  their  verdict 
on  the  main  question,  controverted  on  the  trial,  and  it  is  not 
15 
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the  province  of  this  court,  finding  no  error  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  the  trial,  to  review  or  interfere  with  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  upon  the  facts. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Affitrmed. 
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Henry  H.  Baboook  and  others  v.  Fbanois  A.  TTttek  and 

others. 

A  parol  license  given  without  consideration,  to  a  party  to  build  a  dam  upon  tlio 

land  of  the  licenser  and  across  that  portion  of  a  stream  included  within  his 

boundaries,  is  not  an  equitable  estoppel  operating  by  way  of  impediment 

upon  the  licenser  and  those  deriving  title  from  him. 
Equity  never  aids  in  subversion  of  legal  rights ;  but  on  the  contrary,  it  always 

assists  in  their  security  and  preservation,  by  appropriate  remedies,  and  in 

furtherance  of  justice. 
A  mere  verbal  license  to  do  an  act,  or  a  series  of  acts,  upon  the  land  of  the 

licenser,  necessarily  excludes  the  idea  of  a  contract  right  which  equity 

might  enforce. 
The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Bench  v.  Kerr  (14  8.  ^  B.,  20*l\  not  law  in  this  state. 

Johnson,  J.  It  is  agreed,  on  all  hands,  that  the  right  in 
question  in  this  case  is  an  interest  in  real  estate,  which  in  law 
cannot  be  created  or  transferred  from  one  party  to  another 
without  some  instrument  in  writing.  Whether  it  can  be 
done  by  a  court  of  equity,  against  the  positive  provisions  of 
the  statute,  is  the  question  to  be  determined. 

It  is  also  agreed  that  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  as 
against  the*  defendants,  on  the  north  or  west  side  of  the  river 
was  derived  solely  from  a  mere  parol  license,  given  by 
Henry  Clark  in  1821,  without  consideration,  to  William 
Utter,  to  build  and  abut  a  dam  upon  the  lands  of  the  former 
and  across  that  portion  of  the  stream  included  within  his 
boundaries.  The  dam  was  built  under  this  parol  license, 
and  has  been  ever  since  maintained  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
plying with  water-power  the  mills  and  machinery  erected 
by  said  Utter  and  his  assigns  according  to  the  original  inten- 
tion and  design  of  both  the  licenser  and  licensee,  until  the 
commission  of  the  acts  complained  of  in  this  action. 

The  plaintiffs'  position  is,  that  although  no  property  or 
interest  ever  actually  passed  by  the  license  from  the  licenser 
to  the  licensee,  yet  by  the  execution  of  the  license  by  the 
licensee  the  rights  of  the  licenser  became  so  fixed  and  bound 
that  neither  he  nor  his  heirs  or  assigns  can  now  revoke  such 
license,  and  thus  deprive  the  licensee  or  his  assigns  of  the 
advantages  and  privileges  accruing  by  means  of  the  license 
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thuB  executed.  This  poBition,  if  Bound,  muBt  have  its  founda- 
tion in  the  principle  of  equitable  estoppel,  operating  by  way 
of  impediment  upon  the  licenser  and  those  deriving  title  from 
him.  There  is  no  other  principle  in  our  law,  as  I  conceive, 
which  can  lend  any  countenance  to  such  a  proposition. 
Does  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel  apply  to  a  case  like 
this  ?  I  am  constrained  to  say,  after  a  careful  examination 
of  the  facts  and  the  authorities,  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  does 
not,  and  that  the  preponderance  of  authority  in  this  country 
is  most  decidedly  the  other  way.  I  shall  not  attempt  to  go 
over  the  cases,  but  content  myself  with  observing  that  the 
principal  authority  in  this  country  for  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  to  the  case  of  a  mere  verbal  license  is  that  of  Bench 
V.  Kerr  (14  Serg.  &  Rawle,  207),  which  Dubb,  J.,  in  Jamison 
V.  MiUmicm  (3  Duer,  255),  declared  not  to  be  law  in  this 
State,  or  in  this  country  outside  of  Pennsylvania. 

A  mere  verbal  license  to  do  an  act  or  a  series  of  acts  upon 
the  land  of  the  licenser,  necessarily  excludes  all  idea  of  a 
right  to  do  the  act  or  acts  by  virtue  of  a  contract,  or 
promise,  which  equity  might  enforce  specifically.  It  also 
excludes  all  idea  of  fraud  or  concealment  on  the-part  of  the 
licenser,  in  respect  to  his  title,  and  of  ignorance  or  mistake 
as  to  such  title  on  the  part  of  the  licensee.  It  presents  the 
case  simply  of  two  parties  acting  voluntarily  with  their  eyes 
open ;  each  understanding  fully  and  perfectly  the  situation 
of  the  other,  and  where  the  licensee  does  the  act  he  is  per- 
mitted by  the  license  to  do,  and  makes  the  expenditure  neces- 
sary thereto,  with  perfect  knowledge  and  consciousness  on 
his  part  that  he  has  acquired  no  interest  in  the  lands  of  the 
licenser,  which  the  law  can  recognize  or  protect,  and  never 
expecting  to  acquire  any  other  interest  than  that  conferred  by 
the  license.  What  is  there  in  such  a  case  for  equity  to  act 
upon  ?  Manifestly  nothing.  While  equity  will  regard  that  as 
done  which  the  parties  agreed  to  do,  and  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  agreements  between  parties  according  to  the 
original  understanding  and  intention,  and  will  interpose  to 
protect  an  innocent  party  against  mistakes  in  matters  of  &ct, 
and  the  fraudulent  acts  or  concealments  of  the  other  party, 
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it  can  never  lend  its  aid  to  confer  upon  one,  as  against 
another,  rights  or  interests  which  were  never  within  the 
contemplation  of  either,  even  by  way  of  impediment.  It 
never  aids  in  the  subversion  of  legal  rights,  but  always  assists 
in  their  security  and  preservation,  by  appropriate  remedies, 
and  in  furtherance  of  more  perfect  justice.  To  grant  the 
relief  here  prayed  for,  would  effectually  subvert  the  legal 
right,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing  in  effect,  forever  prevent 
the  exercise  of  those  rights,  which  unavoidably  pertain  to 
one  seized  of  the  undisputed  legal  title,  and  with  which  he 
has  never  consented  to  part.  To  imply  such  consent,  from  a 
mere  license  to  occupy,  would  be  to  confound  a  license  with 
a  contract  or  deed,  which  have  no  resemblance  to  it  what 
ever.  It  was  never  any  part  of  the  office  or  jurisdiction  of 
equity  to  shield  or  rescue  men  from  the.  legitimate  conse- 
quences of  their  own  free  and  voluntary  acts  of  imprudence 
or  folly.  To  give  by  decree  to  one,  the  title  or  the  right  to 
the  perpetual  use  and  occupancy  of  the  land  of  another, 
simply  because  he  had  been  imprudent  enough  to  build  or 
expend  money  upon  it  with  the  mere  naked  consent  of  such 
other,  without  any  stipulation  whatever  as  to  such  title  or 
right,  would  be  as  repugnant  to  the  principles  of  equity  as  to 
to  the  rules  of  law.  If,  therefore,  Ethan  Clark's  deed  extended 
to  the  thread  or  center  of  the  TJnadilla  river,  it  gave  him 
all  the  right  and  title  which  Henry  Clark  had  in  his  life- 
time, and  this  action  cannot  be  maintained,  as  the  rights  of 
Francis  A.  Utter  are  superior  to  those  of  the  plaintiffia. 

Upon  this  question,  however,  I  agree  with  Sblden,  J.,  that 
the  deed  of  Ethan  Clark  confines  him  to  the  bank  of  the 
stream,  and  conveys  no  right  to  the  water,  consequently  there 
must  be  a  new  trial. 

Judgment  reversed. 

JOEL  TIFFANY,  StaU  B^orter. 
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The  OgdensbtJegh,  Clayton  &  Rome  RailboAd  CoAiPAirt', 
Appellant^  v.  "William  W.  Wolley,  Respondent. 

Though  the  law  require  the  subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  com- 
panj  to  pay  ten  per  cent  iii  cash  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  to  make  a  valid 
contract  binding  on  the  parties,  yet  if  the  subscriber,  instead  of  paying  the 
ten  per  cent  in  cash,  give  his  note  for  the  same,  and  subsequently  pay  it^  so 
that  the  company  gets  the  money,  he  is  thereby  constituted  a  legal  stock- 
holder of  such  company,  and  is  liable  on  his  subscription. 

Once  becoming  a  legal  stockholder,  he  cannot  afterward  repudiate  any  part  of 
the  legal  obligations  he  assumed  m  becoming  such. 

The  giving  of  a  negotiable  note  by  which  the  company  realizes  the  money  and 
the  paying  of  said  note  is.  in  legal  effect,  a  cash  payment. 

A  contract  is  not  void  as  against  a  statute,  unless  founded  upon  an  illegal  oou'' 
sideration  which  enters  into,  and  forms  a  part  of  the  contract,  or,  unless  it 
provides  for  doing  something  distinctly  forbidden. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  granting  a 
new  trial,  with  stipulation  for  final  judgment.  The  action 
was  brought  to  recover  sundry  installments  alleged  to  be 
due  upon  a  subscription^  by  the  defendant,  of  $700,  to 
the  capital  sto^k  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant,  in  his 
answer,  denied  that  he  ever  became  a  subscriber  to  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  said  corporation,  or  that  he  ever  paid  the  sum 
of  $70  to  the  directors  of  said  corporation  or  plaintiff,  or 
that  he  ever  paid  or  became  liable  to  pay,  any  sum  whatever, 
either  as  or  for  the  first  ten  per  cent,  or  as  and  for  subsequent 
installments. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  the  Hon.  William  J.  Baoon, 
who  ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $333.16. 

The  following  are  the  referee's  findings  of  fact  and  con 
elusions  of  law : 

The  plaintiff  was  organized  as  a  corporation^  as  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  that  thereafter  and  sometime  in  the  fall  of 
1853,  the  defendant  subscribed  for  $1,000  of  the  stock  of  the 
plaintift''s,  such  subscription  being  made  while  the  subscrip- 
tion book  was  in  the  hands  of  Alanson  H.  Barnes,  a  director 
of  said  company,  duly  authorized  to  receive  the  same  ;  that 
nothing  was  paid  upon  said  subscription  at  the  time,  but  the 
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defendant  gave  his  promissory  note  to  said  Barnes,  for  $100, 
as  and  for  the  ten  per  cent  required  at  the  time  of  Bnl)8crib 
ing ;  that  subsequent  to  this,  and  in  the  summer  of  1854,  an 
arrangement  was  made  by  said  Barnes  by  which  the  sub 
scription  of  said  defendant  was  agreed  to  be  and  was  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  $700,  and  defendant's  name  was  entered  on 
plaintiff's  books  as  a  subscriber  for  $700  of  stock ;  and  in  the 
month  of  July,  1854,  and  again  in  September,  1854,  the  de- 
fendant gave  two  negotiable  promissory  notes,  in  which  were 
embraced  and  included  the  original  ten  per  cent,  and  the 
several  calls  which  had  been  made  and  was  due  upon  said 
stock,  down  to,  and  including  the  call  due  and  payable  on  the 
Ist  of  August,  1854,  and  the  note  of  $100  was  thereupon 
surrendered  to  the  defendant ;  that  the  said  notes,  before  their 
maturity,  were  negotiated  to,  and  discounted  by,  the  Bank  of 
Lowville,  by  which  bank  they  were  held  and  owned  at  and 
after  maturity ;  that  subsequently  suits  were  brought  upon 
both  of  said  notes  in  favor  of  said  bank ;  that*  the  defendant 
employed  an  attorney  and  put  in  an  answer  to  said  sidts,  but 
before  the  time  of  the  trial,  becoming  satisfied  that  the  bank 
had  discounted  the  notes  without  notice  and  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  he  abandoned  the  defense,  and  judgments 
were  taken  upon  the  notes,  which  judgments  the  defendant 
subsequently  paid,  and  thus  both  notes  were  satisfied  and 
paid  ;'that  calls  were  made  by  the  plaintiff  for  payments  upon 
said  stock,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  of  which  defendant 
had  due  notice,  and  that  he  has  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
the  several  calls  due  and  payable  on  the  1st  of  November, 
1854,  the  1st  of  February,  1855,  the  Ist  of  November,  1855, 
and  the  10th  of  November,  1857. 

On  these  facts  the  referee's  conclusions  of  law  were,  that 
the  defendant  is  not  discharged  from  his  subscription  by  the 
omission  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in  cash  at  the  time  of  subscrib- 
ing, but  that  the  giving  of  the  notes,  which  included  the  ten 
per  cent  and  the  subsequent  calls,  and  the  payment  thereof 
operated  as  a  waiver  of  any  right  he  might  have  had  to 
repudiate  his  subscription,  and  was  a  ratification  thereof,  and 
an  assent  to  be  bound  by  it  as  an  exising  and  continuing  lia- 
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bility ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  accordingly  entitled  to  judg- 
ment for  $333.16,  being  the  amount  of  the  four  callfl  above 
mentioned,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  each  call  reepect- 
iyely. 

Judgment  being  entered  on.  the  report  of  the  referee,  the 
defendant  appealed  to  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  where  the  same  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event.  From  this  order  the  plaintiff 
appealed,  stipulating  that  if  it  be  affirmed,  a  judgment  abso- 
lute may  be  rendered  against  the  company. 

J.  H.  Heynoldsy  for  the  plaintiff. 

jE  a.  Brown^  for  the  defendant. 

"Weight,  J.  The  defendant  became  a  subscriber  to  the 
plaintiff's  capital  stock;  but  at  the  time  of  subscribing  did 
not  pay  ten  per  cent  in  money.  Subsequently,  by  secernent, 
the  original  subscription  was  reduced  from  $1,000  to  $700, 
and  on  two  occasions  he  gave  to  the  company  two  negotiable 
notes,  in  which  were  embraced  and  included  the  original 
ten  per  cent  and  the  several  calls  which  had  been  made,  and 
which  were  due  and  payable  upon  the  stock  down  to  the  Ist 
of  August,  1854.  These  notes  the  defendant  afterward  paid. 
Eefore  their  maturity  they  were  discounted  for  the  railroad 
company  by  the  Bank  of  Lowville,  and  subsequently  suits 
were  brought  by  the  bank  upon  them,  judgments  taken  again 
by  default,  and  the  judgments  satisfied  and  paid  by  the 
defendant.  Thus  there  was  an  actual  payment  of  the  origi- 
nal ten  per  cent,  and  three  several  subsequent  calls  or  install- 
ments of  ten  per  cent  each.  After  forty  per  cent  had  been 
paid  on  the  subscription,  the  defendant,  in  an  action  to 
recover  further  installments,  alleges  as  a  defense  that  such 
subscription  is  invalid,  and  he  is  not  bound  by  it  because  of 
his  omission  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in  cash  cotemporaneously 
with  the  act  of  subscribing. 

If  the  statute  not  only  requires  a  subscription  on  the  books 
of  the  company  but  that  such  subscription  should  be  attended 
by  a  cash  payment  of  ten  per  cent  to  make  a  valid  contract 
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and  one  binding  on  the  parties,  the  defense  must  sncceed.  On 
the  contrary,  if  a  ootemporaneonB  cash  payment  was  not  neces- 
sary to  the  validity  of  the  subscription,  or  was  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  defendant's  liability  attaching ;  or  if  the 
subsequent  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent j  voluntarily  or  invol- 
untarily, so  that  the  company  actually  got  the  money,  inves- 
ted the  defendant  with  all  the  rights  of  a  stockholder  in  the 
plaintiff's  corporation,  and  he  could  have  compelled  a  delivery 
of  the  stock  to  him  when  the  action  was  brought,  there  is  no 
defense.  If  he  ever  became  a  stockholder  he  could  not  repu- 
diate his  obligation  to  pay  for  the  stock  for  which  he  had 
subscribed,  and  if,  as  was  doubtless  the  case,  the  object  of  the 
statute  requiring  a  subscriber  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in  cash  on 
the  amount  subscribed,  was  to  secure  money  to  the  plaintiff 
on  a  subscription  to  its  stock,  it  was  ftiUy  acomplished  in  the 
present  case.  The  money,  it  is  true,  was  not  paid  simultane- 
ously with  the  subscription,  but  it  was  afterward  realized  by, 
and  went  into  the  treasury  of  the  company,  and  I  am  unable 
to  see  why  the  subscription  would  not  at  least  be  valid  and 
binding,  from  the  time  the  money  was  realized,  which  was 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  It  could  only  be 
otherwise  upon  the  ground  that  to  make  a  valid  and  obliga- 
tory contract  for  stock  between  the  company  and  the  sub- 
scriber, the  statute  imperatively  requires  two  things  to  be 
done,  viz. :  a  subscription  and  payment  by  the  subscriber  of 
ten  per  cent  of  the  amount  subscribed  by  him  in  oash  at  the 
time  of  svhsGribinffj  and  that  unless  the  subscription  and  pay- 
ment are  simultaneous,  though  the  ten  per  cent  may  be  subse- 
quently paid  and  the  money  realized  by  the  company,  no 
liability  attaches  to  the  subscriber.  This  position  I  consider 
untenable  and  it  has  been  so  regarded  in  at  least  two  cases 
in  this  court.  In  the  case  of  The  Blcbck  Rimer  <&  Utica 
Rail/road  Corrypamy  v.  Clarke  (25  N.  Y.,  208),  the  defendant 
made  no  cash  payment  at  the  time  of  the  subscribing.  He 
subsequently  paid  forty  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  his  sub- 
scription and  then,  as  in  this  case,  sought  to  defend  an  action 
to  recover  further  installments  on  the  ground  of  the  invalid- 
ity of  the  contract,  because  of  the  omission  to  pay  the  ten 
16 
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per  cent  in  money  at  the  time  of  subscribing ;  but  the  court 
held  that  after  the  actual  payment  of  forty  per  cent  on  the 
subscription,  the  statute  requirement  on  this  point  must  be 
deemed  ftilly  complied  with,  and  the  defendant  was  bound 
by  the  contract.  In  JBeachy  Iiee\  v.  Smith  (a  case  not  yet 
reported)  the  defendant  paid  no  money  at  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing. He  had  been  acting  for  the  company  some  three 
months  before  he  subscribed,  in  July  1853,  and  continued  in 
its  employ  afterward.  On  the  25th  of  February,  1854,  he 
settled  with  the  company,  charging  himself  with  the  ten  per 
cent,  and  also  with  another  installment  of  ten  per  cent  called 
for  and  payable  on  the  first  of  February,  1854,  and  the  com- 
pany paid  him  the  balance  of  his  account.  The  court  said : 
'*'  It  is  sufficient  that  the  ten  per  cent,  or  the  first  amount  to 
be  paid  has  been  subsequently  paid  to  render  the  subscription 
valid  and  binding  upon  the  defendant.  On  the  25th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1854,  he  in  fact  not  only  paid  the  ten  per  cent,  but 
the  first  installment  called  for,  of  ten  per  cent,  payable  on  the 
first  day  of  that  month.  He  had,  therefore,  on  that  day  paid 
twenty  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  his  subscription,  and  he 
cannot  now  be  permitted  to  allege  that  it  was  not  valid 
because  he  did  not  at  the  time  of  subscribing  pay  the  ten  per 
cent  in  cash,"  The  only  distinction  between  these  cases  and 
the  present  is,  that  in  the  first  case  cited,  the  subsequent  cash 
payments  were  made  directly  to  the  company  by  the  defend- 
ant; in  the  second  no  money  was  paid,  but  the  defendant 
settled  with  the  company,  voluntarily  charging  himself,  in 
such  settlement,  with  the  two  installments  as  so  much  money 
paid  on  his  subscription,  the  company  paying  him  the  balance 
of  his  claim  against  it.  In  the  present  case  the  defendant  did 
not  directly  pay  the  money,  but  with  the  intent  to  effectuate 
his  subscription  gave  negotiable  notes  for  three  installments, 
and  also  for  the  original  ten  per  cent ;  and  these  notes  he 
afterward  paid.  When  he  gave  the  notes  he  had  not  reached 
the  point  of  attempting  to  repudiate  his  subscription.  By 
giving  them  he  authorized  the  plaintiff  to  negotiate  them 
and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payments  upon  his  subscription, 
and  this  was  done,  and  is  the  same  in  legal  effect  as  if  he  had 
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paid  the  money  hiniBelf.  It  can  make  no  difference  whether 
the  defendant  afterward  paid  the  notes  thus  given,  willingly 
or  not,  so  long  as  they  were  in  fact  paid.  If  there  was  an 
actnal  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent,  though  the  defendant 
may  have  afterward  made  an  ineffectual  effort  to  get  rid  of 
the  payment  of  the  notes  which  supplied  the  plaintiff  with 
the  means  of  actually  getting  the  money,  the  subscription 
would  not  be  void.  Certainly  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  a 
subscription  to  stock  under  the  general  railroad  act  can  not 
depend  on  the  fiEu^  whether  thjd  statute  has  been  complied 
with  in  the  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent  willingly  or  unwill- 
ingly by  the  subscriber.  A  subscription  cannot  be  valid 
when  the  money  has  been  subsequently  voluntarily  paid,  and 
invalid  when  there  has  been  an  actual  payment —  it  may  be 
against  his  will  at  the  time  the  money  is  received.  In  the 
cases  cited  it  was  distinctly  held  that  a  subscription  was  not 
invalid,  though  there  was  an  omission  to  make  the  cash  pay- 
ment simultaneously  with  subscribing. 

It  was  said  that  the  intent  of  the  railroad  act  was  that  no 
subscription  should  be  valid  until  ten  per  cent  in  cash  was 
paid  thereon,  and  not  that  it  should  be  invalid  if  the  actual 
subscription  and  payment  of  the  money  were  not  simidtane- 
ous  acts ;  that  writing  the  name  in  the  subscription  book, 
should  be  deemed  but  part  of  the  transaction,  and  provisional 
or  conditional  until  the  ten  per  cent  is  paid ;  but  after  pay- 
ment, ahd  certainly  after  payment  of  forty  per  cent  on  the 
subscription,  as  in  Clark's  case,  and  twenty  per  cent  thereon 
as  in  the  case  of  Smith,  the  statute  requirement  on  this 
point  must  be  deemed  ftilly  complied  with.  In  both  the 
cases,  the  contract  was  held  to  be  binding  on  the  parties, 
though  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  no  money  was  paid ;  in  the 
one  case,  the  party  making  a  subsequent  payment  on  his 
subscription  of  $400  which  was  more  than  the  ten  per  cent ; 
and  in  the  other,  the  party  never  paying  any  money,  but 
some  eight  months  after  subscribing,  adjusting  and  discharg- 
ing his  demand  against  the  company  by  crediting  the  latter 
with  the  original  ten  per  cent,  and  a  further  installment  for 
the  same  amount,  and  receiving  the  balance  due  to  him  after 
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dedacting  the  two  stimB.  The  cases  in  effect,  decide  that 
there  must  be  both  a  subecription  and  payment  of  money  to 
make  a  binding  contract,  but  that  these  acts  need  not  be 
simnltaneons,  the  statute  being  satisfied,  and  the  contract  of 
subscription  complete,  by  a  subsequent  actual  pa3rment,  or 
receipt  of  the  money.  And  why  not?  Every  substantial 
object  of  the  statute  requiring  a  money  payment  of  one- 
tenth  of  the  subscription  is  answered  by  the  c(»rporation 
actually  getting  the  money.  If  the  purpose  of  the  require- 
ment be  to  secure  money  to  the  corporation  on  a  subscription 
to  its  stock,  such  purpose  is  fully  accomplished  by  the  pay- 
ment before  or  after  the  subscriber  writes  his  name  in  the 
subscription  book  of  the  company.  Can  there  be  any  danbt, 
but  that  after  a  subscription  and  actual  payment  in  cash  of 
the  required  sum,  the  subscriber  becomes  invested  with 
all  the  rights  of  a  stockholder  in  the  corporation  ?  Is  he  a 
stockholder,  when  the  payment  of  the  money  attends  the  act 
of  subscribing,  and  not  one,  or  having  any  rights  as  such, 
when  the  company  omits  to  exactj  and  he  to  pay  the  ten  per 
oent  at  the  moment  of  subsGription^  but  the  corporation 
subsequently  by  his  act  in  fact  realizes  the  money  ?  Clearly 
not.  When  there  has  been  a  subscription  imattended  by  the 
cash  payment,  the  cases  referred  to  hold  that  the  contract  ia 
still  imperfect  and  incomplete.  It  has  no  binding  force  by 
the  mere  act  of  subscribing. 

The  statute,  it  is  said,  requires  the  payment  of  ten  per 
cent  in  money  on  the  amount  subscribed,  and  until  that  is 
paid  there  is  no  legal  or  obligatory  contract.  The  subscriber 
may  reftise  to  make  the  cash  payment  and  perfect  the  agree- 
ment for  stock  authorized  by  the  statute.  But  if  the  statute 
be  complied  with,  both  in  the  subscription  and  actual  cash 
payment  of  ten  per  oent,  so  that  the  corporation  gets  the 
money,  though  it  may  not  have  been  paid  or  received  at 
the  time  of  subscribing,  the  contract  is  a  valid  and  obligatory 
one.  The  subscriber  becomes  a  stockholder,  with  the  obli- 
gation upon  him  to  make  full  payment  for  his  stock,  and 
with  the  right,  upon  such  payment,  to  compel  a  delivery  of 
it  to  him  by  the  corporation.     When  the  corporation  in  this 
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case  got  the  original  ten  per  cent,  and  the  subeequent  calk 
of  thirty  per  cent,  the  def(Midant  was  clothed  with  aU  the 
rights  of  a  stockholder  in  the  corpcration.  He  could  not 
repudiate  his  obligations  as  such  nor  deny  his  liability  to 
make  full  payment  for  the  stock  for  which  he  had  subscribed. 
After  subscribing  and  voluntarily  giving  to  the  corporation 
the  means  of  raising  mojiey  to  pay  not  only  the  original 
ten  per  cent,  but  further  installments  of  thirty  per  cent, 
and  the  money  had  been  actually  received  by  the  com- 
pany to  the  extent  of  forty  per  cent  of  his  subscription, 
it  is  absurd  to  pretend  that  he  did  not  become  a  stocks- 
holder  or  that  his  subscription  was  not  binding  upon 
him  because  of  the  original  defect  in  omitting  to  make 
the  payment  of  ten  per  cent  at  the  time  of  writing  his 
name  in  the  subscription  book.  Assume  that  the  statute 
requires  a  subscription  and  payment  of  this  ten  per  cent 
in  money  to  concur  to  make  a  valid  contract  for  the  stock  of 
a  railroad  corporation  and  one  that  will  bind  the  parties.  If 
the  directors  do  not  exact  the  money  and  the  subscriber  omits 
to  pay  at  the  time  of  subscribing  it  is  the  doctrine  of  former 
cases  in  this  court  that  the  contract  remains  incomplete  and 
of  no  binding  force.  If,  however,  the  money  be  subsequently 
paid,  the  statute  is  complied  with;  its  object  is  accom- 
plished by  the  corporation  realizing  in  money  one-tenth  of 
the  amount  subscribed ;  all  is  done  that  is  required  to  be 
done  to  make  a  valid  subscription.  And  if  the  contract 
be  not  valid  and  binding  before,  it  must  be  after  the  money 
has  been  paid  or  realized  by  the  corporation.  In  Smith's 
case  nothing  was  paid  at  time  of  subscribing,  but  eight 
months  afterward  he  did  what  was  equivalent  to  a  payment 
of  the  ten  per  cent.  He  paid  it  by  ofbetting  against  the 
amount  his  claim  for  services  rendered  for  the  company. 

His  subscription  was  held  valid  and  binding  upon  him ; 
and  he  was  not  allowed  to  allege  the  original  defect  in  it, 
viz.,  omitting  to  make  the  cash  payment  at  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing, as  a  defense  to  father  calls.  In  this  ease,  the 
defendant  subscribed,  but  he  did  not  at  the  time  pay  the  ten 
per  cent  in  ca^.      He  gave  to  the  company  two  negotiable 
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promiflsoiy  notes  for  installments,  and  also  for  the  original  ten 
per  cent.  These  notes  were  negotiated  to,  and  discounted  for 
the  company  by  the  Bank  of  Lowville,  and  in  that  way  the 
corporation  not  only  realized  in  cash  the  first  ten  per  cent, 
but  also  three  subsequent  installments  of  ten  per  cent  each. 
The  notes  were  afterward  paid  by  the  defendant,  it  may  be 
unwillingly,  after  hie  had  been  advised  that  he  could  avoid 
the  subscription  on  the  ground  of  its  original  defectiveness. 
This,  however,  does  not  affect  the  question  of  a  compliance 
with  the  statute  by  the  payment  often  per  cent  of  the  amount 
of  his  subscription.  The  company  actually  got  the  money, 
and  the  defendant  intended  this  result.  The  notes  which  he 
gave  were  in  a  negotiable  form,  and,  giving  them  in  that 
form,  he  authorized  and  meant  that  the  plaintiff  should 
negotiate  them  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payments  upon  his 
subscription.  This  having  been  done,  the  legal  effect  of  the 
transaction  was  the  same  as  though  he  had  paid  the  money 
himself.  At  all  events,  there  was  a  subscription,  and,  by 
the  subsequent  voluntary  action  of  the  defendant,  there  was 
a  payment  to,  and  receipt  by  the  corporation,  not  only  of 
the  original  ten  per  cent,  but  three  further  installments 
of  thirty  per  cent.  After  this,  it  is  quite  too  late  to  allege 
that  the  subscription  is  not  valid  and  binding  upon  him. 
Conceding  it  to  have  been  invalid  before  the  ten  per  cent  in 
cash  was  paid  to  or  realized  by  the  corporation,  it  was  a 
valid  subscription  from  the  time  the  money  was  realized. 
If  the  original  subscription  was  not  binding  upon  the  defend- 
ant because  of  the  omission  to  pay  ten  per  cent  in  cash  at  the 
time  it  was  made,  his  subsequent  acts  cured  the  invalidity. 
He  became  bound  by  it,  and  cannot  now  be  permitted  to 
allege  the  original  defect  in  the  subscription  as  a  defense  to 
ftirther  calls.  I  think,  therefore,  on  the  ground  assumed 
by  the  referee,  if  on  no  other,  his  judgment  was  right. 

It  is,  perhaps,  xmnecessary  to  discuss  the  point  whether  the 
contract  of  subscription  was  not  valid  and  binding,  even  with- 
out payment  of  the  ten  per  cent  in  money.  Uncontrolled  by 
former  decisions  of  this  court,  I  should  have  been  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  contract  was  complete  when  the  books  were  sub- 
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scribed,  and  that  it  did  not  depend  upon  a  payment  by  the 
Bubscriber,  of  any  portion  of  the  amount  subscribed,  to  give 
it  validity,  or  binding  force.  The  statute  authorizes  this 
corporation  to  contract  for  the  disposal  of  its  capital  stock  ; 
it  is  empowered  to  open  books  of  subscription,  and  receive 
subscriptions,  until  the  whole  amount  is  subscribed.  There 
is  thus  authority  to  contract,  and  the  mode  of  entering  into 
the  contract  is  distinctly  pointed  out.  It  is  to  be  done  by 
subscribing  the  books  of  the  company.  If  there  was  nothing 
fiirther,  it  would  not  be  questioned  that  by  subscribing  a 
valid  contract,  and  one  binding  on  the  subscriber,  would  be 
effected  for  the  sum  subscribed ;  nothing  would  remain  to 
be  done  to  complete  it ;  there  would  be  an  agreement  to 
take  and  pay  for  the  amount  subscribed.  This  promise  would 
be  to  the  corporation,  and  good  by  force  of  the  statute.  The 
corporation  would  be  bound  to  deliver  the  stock  on  payment 
being  made.  But  the  section  of  the  railroad  act,  authorizing 
the  contract,  contains  this  provision;  ^^  At  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing, every  subscriber  shall  pay  to  the  directors  ten  per  leent 
on  the  amount  subscribed  by  him  in  money ;  and  no  subscript 
tion  shall  be  received  or  taken  without  such  payment. " 
(Laws  of  1860,  chap.  140,  §  4.)  Suppose,  however,  this  provi- 
sion is  not  observed — the  subscriber  omits  to  pay  down  the 
percentage,  or  the  corporation  to  exact  it — ^is  there  no  valid 
contract,  or  rather  none  at  all  by  which  a  subscriber  is  bound  t 
Is  this  a  fair  interpretation  of  the  legislative  intention? 
Was  it  the  design  of  the  provision  to  prohibit  any  contract 
for  stock  of  a  railroad  corporation,  unless  there  was  a  sub- 
scription, and  payment  of  the  ])ercentage  on  the  amount 
subscribed,  or  that  where  a  party  subscribes  he  shall  not  be 
bound,  if  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  the  directors  omit  to 
exact  and  the  subscriber  neglects  to  make  the  money  pay- 
ment ?    I  think  not. 

I  do  not  think  payment  was  necessary  to  complete  the  con- 
tract of  subscription.  The  law  does  not  declare  a  contract  for 
railroad  stock  to  be  void,  unless  the  party  both  writes  his  name 
and  the  amount  he  proposes  to  take  in  the  books  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  pays  down  in  cash  ten  per  cent  of  his  subscrip- 
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tion ;  or  that  if  he  BubBcribes  and  omits  to  pay  there  is  no 
binding  contract,  or  no  contract  at  all.  The  directors  are  foiv 
bidden  to  receive  a  subscription,  without  the  payment  of  the 
ten  per  cent  in  money ;  but  if  the^  do  receive  it  without  exact- 
ing payment  of  the  money,  it  is  not  declared  that  the  contract 
entered  into  in  the  mode  prescribed,  viz.,  by  subscribing  the 
books  opened  by  the  company,  shall  be  invalid,  and  bind 
nobody.  The  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent  is  not,  in  t^ms, 
made  a  statutory  element  of  a  complete  and  valid  subscrip- 
tion. The  provision  was  obviously  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  the  corporation,  and  all  that  might  become  interested  in 
its  affairs,  and  I  think  might  be  waived  at  the  request  of  the 
sul»eriber  without  impairing  his  legal  obligation,  arising  out 
of  his  subscription.  It  is  undoubtedly  an  illegality  for  the 
directors  to  receive  a  subscription  without  the  payment  of 
ten  per  cent  in  money,  but  such  illegality  does  not  entar  into, 
or  form  a  portion  of,  the  contract  of  subscription.  It  is 
rather  incidental  and  collateral,  and  is  not  inherent  in  the  con- 
tract  and  forms  no  part  of  the  consideration.  The  directors 
may  be  liable  for  a  breach  of  duty ;  but  so  far  as  the  sub- 
scriber is  concwned  his  obligation  to  pay  arises  when  he 
subscribes,  and  I  think  it  remains  until  it  is  diaehaiged  Tjy 
payment.  A  -contract  is  not  void  as  against  a  statute  unless 
founded  upon  an  illegal  consideration  which  enters  into  and 
forms  a  part  of  the  contraet,  or  unless  it  provides  for  the 
doing  of  something  distinctly  forbidd^i.  !N'either  of  tbeso 
m^al  elements  esist  in  a  contract  such  as  is  involved  in  this 
case.  It  is  lawful  to  subscribe  and  pay  for  railroad  stock. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  directors  to  exact,  and  of  the  subscriber 
to  pay  t&k  per  c^at  of  the  amount  at  the  time  of  subscribing. 
But  if  this  be  omitted  the  contract  r^nains  unaffected,  aiid 
the  obligation  to  pay  still  exists,  as  the  only  thing  forbidd^ 
is  the  omission  to  exact  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent  at  the 
moment  of  subscription. 

Ebd,  therefore,  no  money  been  paid  to,  or  realized  by  the 
plaintifl^  I  should  for  mysdf  have  been  of  the  opinion  that  a 
subscription  such  as  is  involved  in  this  case  would  be  valid 
and  binding  on  the  subscriber.     I  can  find  no  reliable 
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authority  to  the  contrary  before  the  two  recent  cases  in  this 
court  referred  to.  These  hold  that  a  subscription  is  not 
enough,  but  that  i3xe  ten  per  cent  must  be  paid  before  there 
is  a  valid  and  binding  contract  under  the  statute.  Within 
the  principle,  however,  of  these  cases  the  judgment  of  the 
referee  was  correct. 

The  order  of  the  Gleneral  Term  granting  a  new  trial  should 
be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Term  affirmed. 

Johnson,  J.  (dissenting.)  The  statute  requires  every  sub- 
scriber to  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  company  to  pay  to 
the  directors  ten  per  cent  on  the  amount  subscribed  by  him, 
in  money,  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  and  provides  that  no 
subscription  shall  be  received  or  taken  without  such  pay- 
ment. (2  E.  S.,  6th  ed.,  669,  §  4.)  If,  therefore,  no  such 
amount  was  paid  by  the  defendant  in  compliance  with 
this  provision  of  the  statute,  the  subscription  never  took 
eifect,  or  became  obligatory  upon  him,  and  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained.  It  cannot  require  either  argument 
or  authority  to  show  that  the  law  will  never  aid  a  party 
to  enforce  a  promise  or  agreement  which  it  prohibited 
him  from  taking,  or  entering  into.  This  provision  i«  not  for 
the  benefit  or  convenience  of  the  corporation  simply,  but  is 
founded  in  wise  considerations  of  public  policy.  The  prohi- 
bition is  absolute  and  unqualified  unless  the  condition  is 
compKed  with  on  the  part  of  the  subscriber,  and  the  sub- 
scription can  never  ripen  into  a  legal  and  binding  obligation 
while  such  condition  remains  unperformed.  It  remains  to 
be  considered,  therefore,  whether  there  has,  at  any  time,  been 
any  payment  of  money  or  its  equivalent,  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  defendant  which  will  satisfy  the  statute.  The  fact  is 
established  by  the  finding  of  the  referee,  that  the  defendant 
*at  the  time  of  subscribing,  instead  of  paying  ten  per  cent  on 
the  amount  subscribed  in  money,  gave  his  promissory  note 
for  that  amount  in  the  place  of  such  payment,  which  was 
afterward  surrendered  upon  the  subscription  being  reduced 
from  $1,000  to  $700,  and  two  negotiable  notes  given,  inclu- 
ding the  ten  per  cent  and  several  subsequent  calls.  That 
11 
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the  giving  and  receiving  of  these  promisBory  notes  were  not 
payments  in  money  mnst  be  conceded.  That  proposition  is 
too  plain  to  admit  of  controversy.  K  they  operated  as  pay- 
ments at  all,  it  was  only  itib  modoj  by  new  and  additional 
promises  of  payment  in  money  at  a  future. day.  The  notes 
when  taken  were  mere  choses  in  action  and  not  payment  in 
money.  If  authority  on  this  question  is  needed  it  is  found 
in  Crocker  v.  Crcme  (21  Wend.,  211).  The  case,  then,  comes 
to  this,  whether  the  payment  by  the  defendant  of  these  notes 
to  the  holder,  the  bank  of  Lowville,  was  such  a  payment  as 
the  statute  contemplates,  and  renders  the  previously  void 
subscription  valid.  This  court  held  in  the  case  of  the  Black 
Rmer  cmd  Utica  BaUroad  Co.  v.  Cla/rke  (25  N.  T.,  208), 
that  the  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent  after  the  day  on  which 
the  subscription  was  written  was  sufficient,  and  rendered  the 
subscription  binding ;  that  the  subscription  in  such  a  case 
would  be  regarded  as  having  been  begun  on  the  day  when 
it  was  written  and  completed  on  the  subsequent  day 
when  the  ten  per  cent  was  paid.  In  that  case  however  the 
•payment  was  to  the  company  directly,  or  to  its  authorized 
agents  by  the  defendant.  And  so  in  the  case  of  Beach^ 
BecevDeTy  v.  Srmthy  decided  at  the  last  March  Term,  where  the 
company  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  for  professional  ser- 
vices rendered,  and  instead  of  passing  the  money  back  and 
forth,  an  amount  exceeding  ten  per  cent  of  the  subscription 
was  paid  by  crediting  it  upon  the  account  which  was  then 
due,  we  held  that  this  was,  in  substance  and  legal  effect,  a 
payment  in  money. 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  court,  in  these  cases,  has 
been  quite  liberal  in  its  interpretation  of  this  statute,  regard- 
ing substance  rather  than  mere  letter  and  form.  It  has, 
however,  as  it  seems  to  me,  gone  already  quite  as  far  as  it 
can  safely  go  in  this  direction,  and  preserve  the  substance  of 
the  statute.  The  statute  requires  the  ten  per  cent  to  be  * 
paid  to  the  directors,  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  in  money. 
In  the  present  case  there  has  never,  at  any  time,  been  any 
payment  by  the  defendant,  in  money  or  its  representative,  to 
the  directors  or  any  authorized  agent  of  theirs.    He  gave  his 
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promissory  notes,  which  were  entirely  void  so  long  as  they 
remained  in  the  plaintiff's  hands,  for  want  of  consideration 
to  support  them.  They  became  valid  notes  against  the 
defendant  in  the  hands  of  the  Bank  of  Lowville,  not  because 
they  were  founded  upon  a  good  consideration,  but  simply 
because  the  holder  took  them  before  they  became  due,  in 
good  faith  without  notice  that  they  had  no  consideration  to 
support  them.  And  when  the  bank  undertook  to  collect 
them  by  action,  and  received  the  money  it  was  in  no  respect 
as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  but  simply  as  owner  and  holder 
of  the  instrument,  and  on  its  own  account.  The  defendant, 
in  the  transaction,  has  not  paid  his  money  to  the  plaintiff 
either  in  fact  or  in  law.  He  could  have  avoided  his  notes  in 
the  plaintiff's  hands,  while  there  they  were  neither  money 
nor  valid  choses  in  action.  They  became  valid  and  binding 
against  the  defendant,  upon  the  transfer,  by  operation /)f  law, 
and  not  by  the  defendant's  volition.  He  paid  because  the 
law  obliged  him  to  pay  the  holder,  but  he  did  not  pay  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  money  which  the  plaintiff  obtained  of  the 
Bank  of  Lowville,  upon  the  transfer  of  the  notes,  was  not 
the  defendant's  money  in  any  sense,  legally  or  equitably. 
The  plaintiff  in  transferring  these  notes,  was  not  acting  as  the 
defend^t's  agent  in  raising  the  money,  in  any  legal  sense, 
and  no  farthing  of  the  defendant's  money  has  ever  come  to 
the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  the,  subscription.  No  money 
having  been  paid  at  any  time  by  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff, the  subscription  remained  as  it  was  at  the  beginning,  a 
mere  dead  form.  The  giving  of  the  note  did  not  vitalize  it, 
nor  did  the  payment  of  the  note  to  another  as  holder  after 
action  brought  upon  it.  There  has  been  no  such  payment 
upon  the  subscription,  as  the  statute  requires  to  make  it  valid, 
and  no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  it.  The  order  of  the 
General  Term  reversing  the  judgment  was  right  and  should 
be  affirmed. 

Wbight  J.,  reads  for  reversal ;  Denio,  Ch.  J.,  concurs,  not 
on  concluding  part  of  Wbioht's  opinion — ^there  was  no  con- 
tract to  pay  the  note  on  which  the  company  could  recover ; 
but  subsequent  payments  validated  the  subscription.     The 
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note  was  authority  to  the  company  to  Ixhtow  money  on  his 
credit,  with  anthorily  to  bind  him  by  estoppel  from  setting 
up  defense.  The  subsequent  collection  from  him  under  such 
estoppel  is  equivalent  to  voluntary  payment.  Davtbs, 
Inobahah  and  Sbudbn,  JJ.,  concurring  with  Chief  Judge. 
JoHKSOK  and  HoasBooic^  JJ.,  &r  affirmance*  Muluk,  J., 
(of  counsel)  took  no  part. 
Judgment  reversed. 

JOEL  TIFFANY  SUOe  JSeporter. 
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DuNOAN    MoGbegob,    Appellant    v.    James    MoGseoob, 
Bespondent. 

The  disabilities  of  an  alien  nnder  tiie  Btafcute  (S  B.  8.,  68,  %  3)  from  acting  as 
aa  executor,  apply  only  to  those  who  aie  both  alien  and  non-rasideiit 

Such  disabilitj  does  not  attach  to  a  non-resident  citiaen  of  the  United  States. 

An  ill-regpilated  temper  and  lack  of  self-control  have  no  such  relation  to  the 
qualities  of  prudence  and  tmderatanding  as  to  disqualify  the  person  subject 
thereto  for  discharging  the  trust  of  executor. 

The  statute  contemplates  that  a  non-resident,  being  appointed  an  oxeeotor,  maj, 
on  executing  the  proper  bond  wi^  sufficient  sureties,  reoeive  letters  testa- 
mentary. (2  R.  S.,  10,  §  1.) 

Appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Cotirt,  affirming 
the  order  of  the  surrogate  granting  letters  testamentary  to 
liie  resjwndent. 

James  MoGr^or  died  in  February,  1853,  leaving  a  will 
with  a  codicil  annexed  by  which  three  of  his  sons,  the 
respondent,  the  appellant  and  Gregor  were  appointed  exe- 
cutors. The  will  was  admitted  to  probate  in  December, 
1855,  after  a  contest  before  the  surrogate.  An  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  from  that  court  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  from  that  order,  and  much  other  litigation 
arose  under  the  will  delaying  the  issuing  of  letters  testamen- 
tary. The  testator's  son  Qi^or  died  in  1845.  The  respond- 
ent in  the  mean  time  had  remoYod  to  and  become  a  resident 
of  one  of  the  Western  States.  He,  in  the  year  1861,  applied 
to  the  surrogate  of  Saratoga  county  for  letters  testamentary 
to  be  issued  to  him.  The  respondent  appeared  and  filed 
with  the  surrogate  objections  to  the  granting  of  the  applica- 
tion. The  objections  were  fourteen  in  number,  only  three 
or  four  of  which  were  argued  or  insisted  upon  on  this  appeal. 
These  are:  1.  That  the  applicant  was  a  non-resident  of 
this  state  and  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  or  Iowa, 
and  therefore  an  alien.  3.  That  he  had  not  sufficient  under- 
standing, and  was  subject  at  times  to  fits  of  mental  aberra- 
tion of  such  a  nature  as  to  render  him  unfit  and  incompetent 
at  times  to  perform  the  duty  of  an  executor.     3.  His  distant 
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residence.  4.  That  by  opposing  the  probate  of  the  will  he  had 
renounced  the  executorship.  Much  evidence  was  taken 
before  the  surrogate  on  several  of  the  objections  which  are 
now  abandoned.  On  the  subject  of  the  alleged  mental 
aberration  considerable  testimony  was  taken  before  the 
surrogate^  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  set  forth,  as  the  appel- 
lant's evidence  is  clearly  insufficient  to  make  out  a  jprima 
fade  case,  and  tends  only  to  prove  that  the  respondent  is  a 
man  of  violent  temper  and  given  to  the  use  of  rash  and  vio- 
lent language  when  excited.  It  was  proved  that  he  resisted 
the  admission  of  the  will  to  probate,  and  his  residence  in. 
another  State  was  undisputed.  The  respondent  was  bom  in 
this  State,  of  which  his  father  was  a  resident  and  citizen,  and 
removed  from  this  to  another  State,  never  having  resided  out 
of  the  United  States.  The  surrogate,  after  hearing  the 
proofs,  overruled  the  objections  and  granted  the  letters  as 
prayed  for  upon  the  respondent  filing  his  bond  and  taking 
the  oath.  From  that  order  the  appellant  appealed  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  fourth  district,  where  the  order  was 
affirmed,  and  he  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

O.  StoWy  for  the  appellant. 

TT.  A,  Beach^  for  the  respondent. 

Johnson,  J.  The  first  fourteen  pages  of  the  points  sub- 
mitted by  the  appellant's  counsel  are  devoted  to  an  argu- 
ment to  establish  the  proposition  that  the  respondent,  by 
reason  of  non-residence  in  this  State,  and  his  residence  in 
another  State  within  the  United  States,  is  an  alien,  and  so 
incompetent  to  serve  as  an  executor  by  statute.  This  propo- 
sition is  so  obviously  erroneous  and  untenable,  that  little,  if 
anything  more  than  a  bare  statement  of  it,  is  necessary  to  its 
refutation.  Our  statute,  amongst  other  persons  declared  to 
be  incompetent  to  serve  as  executor,  specifies  "  an  alien  resid- 
ing out  of  this  State."  Bouvier,  in  his  Law  Dictionary,  title, 
"  Alien,"  defines  an  alien  to  be  "  one  bom  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States,  who  has  not  since  been  naturalized 
under  their  constitution  and  laws."     This  is  the  general  and 
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popular  understanding  of  the  term,'  and  is  the  sense  in  which 
it  is  employed  in  the  statute.  The  respondent  is  conceded 
to  be  a  native  of  this  State,  and  though  not  an  inhabitant 
thereof  at  the  time  the  will  was  proved,  was  not  an  alien, 
and  not  incompetent  on  that  score. 

Upon  the  subject  of  the  incompetence  of  the  respondent,  by 
reason  of  the  alleged  occasional  mental  aberration,  or  general 
want  of  imderstanding,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  he  has  been 
adjudged  otherwise  by  the  surrogate*  The  statute  declares 
those  not  competent  to  serve,  "  who,  Tipon  proof  j  shall  be 
cdjvdged  incompetent  by  the  surrogate,  to  execute  the  duties 
of  the  trust  by  reason  of  drunkenness,  improvidence,  or  want 
of  understanding."  The  surrogate  has  held  upon  the  proof 
before  him  that  the  understanding  of  the  respondent  is  not 
affected  by  any  of  the  causes  alleged,  and  that  he  is  not  for 
that  reason  incompetent  to  execute  the  duties  of  the  trust.  An 
examination  of  the  proof  before  the  surrogate,  will  show,  that 
there-  is  no  reasonable  pretense  for  saying  that  any  error  has 
been  committed  in  this  respect.  Kesidence  out  of  the  State 
does  not  disqualify,  unless  the  person  is  an  alien,  and  the  dis- 
tance of  his  residence  in  no  respect  affects  his  competence  to 
serve.  H  the  applicant  is  a  non-resident  of  the  State,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  letters  until  he  has  executed  tjie  requisite 
bond,  which  has  been  done  by  the  respondent  in  this  case. 
There  is  no  reason  whatever  for  claiming  that  the  respondent 
has  renounced  his  appointment.  The  letters  in  question  have 
been  granted  at  his  express  request,  and  after  the  most 
determined  and. strenuous  opposition.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  he  has  executed  any  instrument  in  writing  to  that  effect, 
nor  that  his  renunciation  has  been  declared  or  decreed  by  the 
surrogate  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  There 
is  no  authority  for  the  position  that  offering  the  probate  of  a 
will  finally  admitted  to  probate,  and  favoring  the  probate  of 
another  instrument  as  the  will,  which  is  rejected,  is  in  law  a 
renunciation.  No  statute  or  court  has  so  declared,  and  the 
acts  themselves  have  no  relation  whatever  to  the  question  of 
the  acceptance,  or  renunciation  of  the  appointment,  after  the 
will  has  been  proved. 
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The  statute  (2  K  8.,  69,  §  1)  makee  it  the  dutj  of  the  snr* 
rogate,  when  any  will  of  personal  estate  shall  have  been 
admitted  to  probate,  to  isstie  letters  testamentary  thereon  to 
the  persons  named  therein  as  executors,  if  they  are  by  law 
competent  to  serve  as  such.  It  then  provides  who  shall  be 
deemed  incompetent  to  serve  as  an  executor.  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  any  person  appointed  or  named  aa  executor  in 
a  will  is  to  be  deemed  competent,  unless  he  is  declared 
incompetent  by  statute,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  surro- 
gate to  grant  letters  to  every  person  named  as  executor  in  a 
will,  upon  his  application,  who  is  not  declared  incompetent 
to  serve  by  statute.  He  has  no  discretion  to  exercise  in  the 
matter,  but  must  obey  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  which 
is  the  sole  source  of  his  power.  To  allow  surrogates  to 
invent  new  causes  of  disqualification  and  add  to  those  pre- 
scribed by  statute  would  be  conferring  novel  and  dangerous 
powers  upon  these  officers  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction* 
But  in  any  ^w  of  the  case,  the  respondent  was  clearly  com- 
petent to  serve  as  executor,  and  having  applied  for  letters 
in  pursuance  of  his  appointment  by  the  will  the  surrogate 
had  no  right  to  refdse  tiiem.  The  appeal  seems  to  me  to  be 
entirely  without  merit.  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Gourl 
is  therefore  right,  and  should  be  affirmed. 

DxNio,  Ch.  J.  The  counsel  for  the  appellant  has  laid  before 
us  a  very  ingenious  printed  argument  to  sustain  the  position 
that  the  respondent  is  disqualified  fi*om  acting  as  executor 
by  the  spirit  of  the  provision  declaring  cm  alien  not  hemg  an 
mhabitawt  of  this  Sta/te  incompetent  to  serve  in  that  office. 
(2  B.  8.,  69,  §  3.)  The  respondent  is  a  native  of  this  State, 
but,  at  the  time  of  applying  for  letters  testamentary,  was 
domiciled  in  the  State  of  Iowa.  He  was  not  an  inhabitant 
of  this  State,  but  he  was  not,  in  any  sense  known  to  the  law, 
an  alien.  It  would  be  quite  preposterous  to  say  that  a  native 
bom  citizen  of  this  State  becomes  an  alien  to  its  laws  by 
going  to  reside  in  another  of  the  States  in  the  Union, 
or  even  in  a  foreign  country.  (See  ImdUmi  v.  LvMam^ 
June   Term,   1863.)     If  even    the   respondent  had  been 
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bora  in  lowa^  he  would  have  been  not  only  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  which  would  have  been  sufficient  to  take  his 
case  out  of  the  disability  of  this  statute,  but  he  would,  more- 
over, have  been  a  citizen  of  this  State.  The  provision  of  the 
federal  constitution  which  declares  that  the  citizens  of  each 
State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  several  States,  precludes  the  objection  of  alien- 
age'from  being  set  up  in  any  State  against  a  person  born  in 
any  of  the  United  States,  and  constitutes  all  such  persons, 
for  all  legal  purposes,  citizens  of  each  State  in  the  federal 
Union.  (Art.  4,  §  2 ;  Lemmon  v.  The  People,  20  N.  Y.,  562, 
607.)  They  are  not,  it  is  true,  resident  citizens  of  any  State 
except  the  one  in  which  they  are  domiciled,  and  cannot 
claim  any  rights  belonging  peculiarly  to  residents,  out  of 
their  own  State.  But  the  statutory  disability  attaches  only 
to  such  as  are  both  aliens  and  non-residents.  There  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  the  term  alien-  was  used  in  this  statute 
in  any  other  than  its  legal  sense.  That  is  at  the  same  time 
its  popular  meaning,  and  the  word  when  used  simply  and 
without  any  quajifying  language  cannot  have  any  other 
signification  than  the  one  which  the  law  and  common 
parismce  affixes  to  it.  This  alleged  ground  of  disqualification 
cannot,  therefore,  be  sustained. 

The  fifth  class  of  persons  declared  by  the  statute  to  be 
incompetent  to  serve  as  executors  are  those  who,  upon  proof, 
shall  be  adjudged  incompetent,  by  the  surrogate,  to  execute 
the  duties  of  such  trust,  by  reason  of  drunkenness,  improvi- 
dence, or  wa/n4  of  tmderstomding.  This  language,  doubtless, 
confers  upon  the  surrogate  a  broad  jurisdiction,  as  the  nature 
of  the  subject  eminently  required.  Taken  in  connection 
with  the  other  classes  of  disqualified  persons  mentioned  in 
the  same  section,  it  assumes  that  there  are  those  who  are 
generally  competent  to  make  contracts,  and  who  are  neither 
idiots,  lunatics,  or  persons  of  unsound  mind,  in  the  eye  of  the 
law,  to  whom  it  would  yet  be  unfit  to  intrust  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  though  they 
should  be  selected  for  that  purpose  by  the  testator.  The 
defects  alleged  in  the  present  case  are  improvidence  and 
18 
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wcmt  of  understcmdmg.  The  sturogate  and  the  Supreme 
Court  have  not  been  able  to  find,  in  the  proof  which  has  been 
taken,  sufficient  evidence  to  enable  them  to  pronounce  against 
the  respondent  in  either  of  these  respects.  Upon  a  careM 
reading  of  the  printed  testimony,  I  have  come  to  the  same 
conclusion.  The  result  of  the  evidence  seems  to  be  that 
the  respondent  is  a  competent  man  of  business,  of  at  least  the 
average  grade  of  intelligence.  If  he  had  been  habitually  or 
generally  neglectful  of  his  pecuniary  and  business  aflfairs,  or 
extravagant  or  wastefiil,  to  an  extent  to  deserve  the  character 
of  an  improvident  man,  the  fault  would  have  been  likely  to 
show  itself  in  the  condition  of  his  own  estate  and  pecuniary 
interests.  But  the  evidence  does  not  show  him  to  be  embar- 
rassed or  pecuniarily  insolvent.  For  aught  that  appears,  he 
has  a  competent  property,  and  is  ordinarly  prudent  and 
cautious  in  its  management.  If,  therefore,  he  shall  prove 
faithless  in  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  his  deceased 
brother,  it  will  not  be  from  inherent  defects  of  character  of 
the  nature  referred  to,  but  from  some  other  and  probably  less 
excusable  faults  of  which  the  statute  does  not  take  notice. 

The  evidence  certainly  does  disclose  defects  of  temper 
which  have  sometimes  exhibited  themselves  in  a  marked 
degree.  It  appears  that  the  will  of  the  deceased,  which  has 
been  admitted  to  probate,  was  contested  before  the  surrogate 
on  the  allegation  that  it  had  been  revoked  or  superseded  by 
a  later  testamentary  disposition.  This  later  will  was  pro- 
pounded by  one  Buell,  who  took  valuable  interests  under  it, 
and  with  whom  the  respondent  acted  in  concert  in  the  situa- 
tion. But  it  was  pronounced  against  by  the  surrogate,  and 
the  earlier  will  admitted  to  probate,  and  the  determination 
was  finally  affirmed  in  this  court.  The  respondent's  brother, 
Duncan  McGregor,  the  present  appellant,  presented  the  first 
will,  and  was  the  principal  party  on  that  side  of  the  contro- 
versy. There  was  another  litigation  to  which  the  respondent 
was  a  party  which  involved  tibe  title  to  a  ttact  of  land  in 
Iowa  claimed  by  him,  and  upon  which  a  town  had  been  built, 
in  which  his  brother,  the  present  appellant,  was  united  in 
feeling  and  action  with  the  other  party  to  the  controversy. 
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These  several  lawsuits  gave  rise  to  a  very  angry  state  of 
feeling  on  the  part  of  the  respondent  toward  the  appellant ; 
and  the  only  portion  of  the  evidence  in  the  present  case 
which  materially  inculpate  the  former,  consist  in  angry  and 
intemperate  expressions  respecting  his  brother  and  other 
persons  whom  he  assumed  to  be  connected  with  him  in  these 
controversies.  According  to  his  testimony  he  repeatedly 
accused  them  of  perjury,  threatened  to  have  them  convicted 
and  sent  to  the  State  prison,  and  was,  on  some  occasions,  so 
much  excited  in  manner  and  language  that  persons  who 
heard  him  thought  him  scarcely  in  his  right  mind,  and  some 
even  believed  him  temporarily  insane.  I  perceive  no  justi 
fication  or  even  paUiation  for  this  angry  and  revengM  state 
of  feeling  on  his  part.  If  an  ill-regtdated  temper,  and  lack  of 
self-control,  and  the  resort  to  abusive  language  toward  a 
near  relative,  who  was  to  be  associated  with  him  in  the  trust, 
were  among  the  disqualifying  causes,  I  should  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  declaring  the  respondent  unfit  for  the  oflSce  of 
executor.  But  such  grave  faults  have  no  natura.1  relation  to 
the  qualities  of  prudence  or  imprudence  ;  nor  do  they 
denote  a  want  of  understanding  in  the  sense  of  the  statute. 
They  may  render  him  a  disagreeable  associate  for  the 
respondent,  and  make  the  transaction  of  business  between  them 
unpleasant  and  annoying ;  but  the  law  does  not  contem- 
plate the  setting  aside  of  an  executor  named  by  the  testator 
for  such  reasons.  The  selection  of  executors  is  not  committed 
to  the  surrogate's  court.  The  testator  is  allowed  to  appoint 
such  persons  as  he  may  see  fit,  provided  that  they  do  not  fall 
within  the  classes  of  incompetent  persons  mentioned  in  the 
statute. 

The  evidence  of  intemperate  expressions  and  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent  falls  very  far  short  of  making  out  a 
case  of  lunacy  or  monomania,  either  permanent  or  temporary, 
as  respects  the  respondent. 

The  statute  clearly  contemplates  that  one  named  as  execu- 
tor may  receive  letters  testamentary  though  he  be  not  a 
resident  of  the  State.  The  provision  is  that  the  letters  shall 
be  withheld  from  a  non-resident  until  he  shall  execute  such 
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bond,  with  suretj,  as  Ib  required  of  adminiBtrators.  (2  B.  8., 
70,  §7.) 

It  may  chance  that  the  respondent  had  conyeyed  away, 
withont  consideration,  his  interest  in  the  estate  of  the 
deceased,  as  legatee  and  devisee,  to  his  kmsman  Bnell ;  bnt 
I  do  not  see  that  this  circumstance  has  any  bearing  npon  the 
questions  involved  in  this  appeal.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
an  executor  should  take  an  interest  under  the  will,  and  the 
alienation  of  an  interest  actually  given  is  not,  therefore,  a  dis- 
qualification. If  it  should  be  said  that  it  indicates  a  disposi- 
tion improperly  to  favor  Buell,  who  had  fistiled  in  establishing 
the  later  testamentary  disposition  which  was  rejected,  it  does 
not  furnish  a  strange  motive  for  an  unjust  or  partial  adminis- 
tration for  the  benefit  of  that  interest  that  he  would  have  had 
if  he  had  continued  to  hold  it  himself. 

I  conclude  that  no  error  was  committed  in  granting  letters 
to  the  respondent,  and  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
appealed  firom  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur ;  Sblden,  J.,  not  voting. 

Affirmed. 
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Olivb  Estheb  Buoklin,  Bespondcnt^  v.  GEosas  B. 
Btjokldt,  et  dl.y  Appellants. 

Where  the  rights  of  ciedit<Mrs  do  not  stand  in  the  way,  it  is  perfectly-  lowfld  fbr 

a  parent  to  make  proYision  by  gift^  present  or  testament,  for  his  chQdren. 
A  voluntary  executory  gift  will  not  always  be  enforced  by  the  courts ;  but  an 

executed  one  is  as  valid  as  though  based  upon  a  full  pecuniary  consideration. 
A  mortgage  is  an  executed  oonffitional  transfer  of  the  estate  mortgaged.    In 

Judgment  of  law,  any  oonvejranoe  which  would  be  soAdent  to  pass  the  title 

to  the  purchaser,  conveys  it  to  the  mortgagee. 
A  mortgage  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  disposition  of  land  by  deed  within  the 

meaning  of  the  article  of  the  Revised  Statutes  respecting  uses  and  trusts. 
A  trust  of  perscmalty  is  not  within  the  statutes  of  uses  and  trusts,  and  may  be 

oieated  for  any  purpose  not  fbrbidden  by  law. 
The  statute  of  limitatioiis  does  not  oommence  running  against  an  in&nt  cesM 

quA  trustt  although  her  right  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  accrue  to  her  more 

than  ten  years  before  she  becomes  of  age. 

Suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  The  plaintiff  is  the  daughter 
of  William  Bueklin  and  Esther  his  wife,  both  now  deeeased. 
The  mortgage  was  contained  in  an  instrument  executed  bj 
the  plaintiff's  falser,  William  Biu^Uin,  dated  September  22, 
1836,  and  which  was  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded  on  the 
same  day.  It  recites  that  Esther  Bueklin,  the  wife  of  said 
William,  had  theretofore,  by  one  Vedder  Green  ae  her  next 
friend,  fOed  a  bill  of  complaint  against  her  said  husband  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  charging  him,  among  other  things, 
with  the  exercise  of  such  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment 
toward  her,  as  to  render  it  unsafe  and  improper  for  her  to 
cohabit  and  live  with  him,  and  prays  for  a  decree  of  separ 
ration  from  bed  uid  board,  and  for  a  separate  maintenance 
out  of  his  property,  and  that  she  mi^t  retain  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  plaintiff,  their  infant  daughter  (then  about  three 
years  of  age),  and  recites  also  that  an  injunction  had  been 
issued,  restraining  the  fi^ther  from  taking  possession  of  or 
molesting  the  child.  It  further  recited  that,  with  a  view  of 
staying  further  proceedings  on  the  part  of  his  wife,  William 
Bueklin  had  agreed  to  make  a  suitable  and  proper  provision 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  his  said  vnfe  and 
dau^ter,  separate  and  apart  from  himself,  and  had  also 
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agreed  to  conyey  to  his  daughter,  real  estate  of  a  certain 
value  (stating  an  agreement  to  the  same  effect  as  that  sub- 
sequently  mentioned  in  the  instrument),  and  that  the  said 
injunction  should  remain  in  foil  force  and  effect,  and  that  the 
said  suit  in  chancery  should  not  be  discharged  or  discon- 
tinued, but  that  proceedings  therein  should  for  the  present  be 
discontinued.  The  instrument  then  proceeds  as  foUows: 
"Now,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  performance  by  the 
said  WilKam,  of  the  aforesaid  agreement  and  covenant  on  his 
part  to  be  performed,  this  indenture  witnesseth,  that  the  said 
William  Bucklin,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  also 
in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  doUar  paid  to  the  said 
William  by  the  said  Vedder  Green,  the  receipt  of  which  sum 
is  hereby  confessed  and  acknowledged,  hath  granted  bar- 
gained, sold,  aliened  and  confirmed,  and  doth  hereby  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  alien,  convey  and  confirm  unto  the  said  Vedder 
Green,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  the  following 
described  lands  and  tenements  to  wit :  [describing  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  being  a  farm  in  Herkimer  County]  being 
the  farm  now  occupied  and  possessed  by  said  William 
Bucklin ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  Vedder 
Green,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever.  Provided  always,  and 
these  presents  are  upon  this  express  condition,  if  the  said 
William  Bucklin  shall,  within  the  period  of  six  months 
from  this  date,  convey  to  Olive  Esther  Bucklin,  the  infant 
daughter  of  said  William  and  Esther  Bucklin,  real  estate  of 
the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars;  which  real  estate  shall 
consist  of  a'  dwelling  house,  garden  and  other  lands,  and 
shall  be  conveyed  by  a  good  and  sufficient  warranty  deed, 
and  shall  at  the  time  of  said  conveyance  be  jfree  and  clear 
from  aU  incumbrance ;  and  if  the  said  William  shall  forther 
suffer  and  permit  the  said  Esther  Bucklin,  during  the  joint 
lives  of  said  William  and  Esther,  to  occupy,  possess  and  enjoy 
the  said  real  estate  free  from  the  molestation  and  hindrance 
of  said  William  for  the  benefit  of  said  Esther,  the  daughter 
aforesaid ;  and  if  the  said  William,  during  the  joint  lives  of 
said  William  and  Esther,  shall  pay  to  the  said  Esther  the 
sum  of  three  hundred  dollaiB  annually,  to  be  paid  on  the  first 
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day  of  the  months  of  February  and  August  in  each  year, 
reckoning  from  the  first  day  of  August  last ;  and  if  the  said 
William  Bucklin  shall  suflFer  and  permit  the  said  Esther 
Bucklin,  during  the  joint  lives  of  said  William  and  Esther,  to 
have  the  care,  control,  custody,  management  and  education 
of  said  Olive  Esther  Bucklin,  without  any  interference  on  the 
part  of  said  William;  and  if  the  said  William  shall  also, 
within  one  week  from  this  date,  deliver  to  said  Esther,  at  the 
dwelling-house  of  said  William,  all  the  household  fiimiture 
now  in  his  possession,  which  said  Esther  carried  to  said 
house  when  she  went  there  to  reside,  or  at  any  time  after- 
ward ;  and  shall  also  at  the  same  time  deliver  to  said  Esther 
such  other  household  furniture  as  the  said  William  or  said 
Esther  may  choose  to  select;  and  if  the  said  William  shall 
within  the  period  of  one  month  from  this  date  deliver  to  the 
said  Esther  one  horse,  one  set  of  harness,  and  one  pleasure  car- 
riage or  pleasure  wagon,  which  horse,  wagon  or  carriage  and 
and  harness  shall  be  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  and  twenty 
dollars ;  and  shall  also  within  the  period  last  aforesaid  deliver 
to  the  said  Esther  one  good  cow ;  all  which  household  fiimi- 
ture,  horse,  wagon  or  carriage,  harness  and  cow  shall  be 
under  the  exclusive  control  and  management  of  said  Esther 
during  the  joint  lives  of  said  William  and  Esther,  and  shall 
remain  the  property  of  said  Esther  if  she  shall  survive  the 
said  William,  then  in  such  case,  this  indenture  and  every 
part  of  the  same  shall  be  void.  And  it  is  hereby  declared 
that  this  mortgage  is  given  to  the  said  Vedder  Green  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  said  Esther  Bucklin  and  her  infant 
daughter  the  said  child  Olive  Esther  Bucklin.  And  in  case 
the  above  conditions  on  the  part  of  said  William  expressed  to 
be  performed  and  kept,  or  any  of  them  shall  be  broken ;  and 
it  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  be  necessary  to  enforce  this 
mortgage,  the  amount  that  shall  be  recovered  on  said  mort- 
gage shall  be  secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Esther  and 
her  infant  daughter  or  the  survivor  of  them."  The  complaint 
alleged  a  waiver  of  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  called 
for  the  conveyance  of  land,  but  admitted  the  delivery  of  the 
personal  property,  and  the  payment  of  the  anntiity  to  her 
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mother  during  her  life.  It  allied  that  the  tmstee.  Green, 
died  in  Osw^o  connty  in  the  year  184;},  and  that  she,  the 
plaintiff,  had  been  recently  appointed  by  the  Supreme  Conrt, 
to  execute  the  tru&t  which  had  been  Tested  in  Green,  and  to 
bring  the  present  action. 

The  defendant  answered  admitting  the  execution  of  the 
instrument,  but  setting  up  that  it  was  without  consideration, 
and  that  William  and  Esther  Bucklin,  during  their  lives,  had 
settled  their  difficulties,  became  reconciled  to  each  other, 
and  again  cohabited  togeth^.  They  claimed  to  be  owners  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  under  William  Bucklin,  and  allied 
&at  no  claim  had  been  made  against  them  by  either  the 
trustee,  or  by  the  plaintiff.  They  relied  upon  Ihe  statute  of 
limitations  in  the  following  manner:  ^^And  for  a  ftirther 
answer  to  the  compaint,  the  said  defendant  says  that  no  part 
of  the  said  cause  of  action,  accrued  within  twenty  years  next 
before  this  action,  and  that  the  defendants  plead  the  statute 
of  limitations  to  said  claim  of  the  said  plaintiff." 

The  ease  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Bacon  without  a 
jury.  His  conclusions  of  fact  affirmed  tiie  execution  of 
the  instrumoit  set  out  in  the  complaint.  Th^  further 
stated  the  death  of  the  plaintiff's  mother  in  the  year 
1843,  and  of  her  father  in  the  year  1844 ;  the  death  of  Green, 
the  trustee,  in  1841,  and  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as 
trustee  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1857.  They  negatived  the 
alleged  reconciliation  of  WiDiam  Bucklin  and  his  wife  or 
that  they  ever  cohabited  together  after  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  though  it  was  stated  that  they  resided  in  the  same 
house  for  a  short  time.  The  judge  found  a  breach  of  the 
obligation  to  convey  land  to  the  plainti^  and  that  the' 
defendants  were  in  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 
The  evidence  showed  them  to  be  worth  over  $9,000. 

As  conclusions  of  law  the  judge  held  that  the  mortgage 
was  fulfilled  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  judgment 
of  foreclosure  and  sale,  and  to  have  paid  to  her  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds $1,000,  and  interest  from  the  22d  of-  March,  1887,  the 
expiration  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  mortgagees  to  perform. 
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After  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  at  a  General  Term 
the  defendants  brought  this  appeal. 

K  Kemwn^  for  the  appellants. 

J.  H.  Reynolds^  for  the  respondents. 

Dkbtio,  Oh.  J.  The  mortgage,  so  far  as  it  is  now  sough 
to  be  enforced,  was  created,  among  other  objects,  to  secure  to 
the  plaintiff,  then  an  infant  of  tender  age,  a  portion  of  her 
father's  property,  to  aid  in  her  maintenance  during  her 
infancy,  and  to  furnish  her  with  a  small  independent  estate 
in  real  property.  The  differences  which  had  arisen  between 
her  parents  presented  the  occasion  for  this  gift ;  but  its 
validity  did  not  depend  upon  the  merits  of  that  controversy, 
nor  yet  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  agreement  for  a  separa- 
tion between  her  father  and  mother,  nor  upon  the  legality  of 
the  provisions  made  by  the  former  for  the  latter.  The  con- 
tract, so  far  as  it  relates  to  that  provision,  has  either  been 
performed  or  it  is  now  incapable  of  performance.  The 
party  entitled  to  its  benefits  has  been  long  dead,  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  she  left  any  representative  capable  of  enforc- 
ing any  of  its  stipulations  which  were  not  performed  at  her 
death.  Moreover,  this  suit  was  not  brought  to  recover  such 
an  interest.  But  the  plaintiff  survives,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
settl^nent  attempted  to  be  made  in  her  favor,  provided  it 
was  legally  valid  when  made,  and  provided  her  rights  have 
not  been  lost  by  lapse  of  time. 

1.  Where  the  rights  of  creditors  do  not  stand  in  the  way, 
and  there  appears  not  to  have  been  any  in  this  case,  it  is  per- 
fectly lawful  for  a  parent  to  made  such  provision  out  of  his 
estate  for  a  child  or  children,  by  present,  gift,  or  by  testa- 
ment, as  he  may  think  proper.  There  are  cases  in  which  a 
voluntary  executory  gift  will  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts ; 
but  an  executed  one  is  as  valid  as  though  based  upon  a  ftill 
pecuniary  consideration. 

A  mortgage  is  an  executed  conditional  transfer  of  the  real 
estate  mortgaged.     In  judgment  of  law,  any  conveyance 
which  would  be  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  a  purchaser 
19 
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conveys  it  to  the  mortgagee.  The  instmmeiit  executed  by 
William  Bucklin  to  Vedder  Green  would  be  a  perfect  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale  but  for  the  condition  by  which  it  was  to 
become  void  upon  performance  of  the  agreement.  It  expresses 
a  pecuniary  consideration  which,  though  nominal,  is  as  ade- 
quate to  waive  a  ase  as  though  it  were  the  full  value  of  the 
land ;  and  though  it  may  not  have  been  paid,  the  defendant 
is  estopped  by  his  deed  from  denying  its  payment.  By  the 
Bevised  Statutes  it  is  denominated  a  grant,  but  for  all  sub- 
stantial purposes  it  has  the  effect  of  a  deed  of  bargain  and 
sale.  (1  K  S.,  738,  739,  §§  137,  138,  142.)  At  common  law, 
and  before  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  relieve 
against  forfeitures  had  been  established,  this  deed  would  have 
vested  in  the  trustee  an  estate  in  fee  simple  defeasible  only 
by  the  performance  of  the  conditions.  This  is  of  course  a 
technical  view  of  the  nature  of  a  mortgage. 

By  applying  to  the  transaction  the  equitable  doctrines  of 
the  courts  of  equity,  now  also  recognized  to  a  great  extent  by 
the  courts  of  law  and  by  modern  statutes,  the  mortgage  is 
simply  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the  money  it  was  given 
to  secure,  and  the  mortgagor  continues  to  own  the  land, 
while  the  mortgagee's  interest  is  that  of  a  creditor  simply. 
But  the  defendants'  position  is  formal  also.  They  insist  that 
courts  of  equity  will  not  decree  the  performance  of  a  volun- 
tary executory  agreement  even  where  the  subject  is  a  portion 
intended  for  a  child  or  other  relative,  and  authorities  are 
referred  to  to  sustain  that  position.  {Dv/oal  v.  WUaon^  9  Barb., 
487  and  cases  cited,  but  see  Sauverhye  v.  Arden,  1  Johns.  Ch., 
240,  266,  and  cases  referred  to  by  Chancellor  Kknt.) 
If  the  settlement  be  an  executed  one  like  a  deed  or  mortgage, 
the  doctrine  relied  on  has  no  application.  The  title  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  is  transferred  by  l^al  convey- 
ance. The  mortgagor  retains  an  equity  of  redemption 
equivalent,  for  many  purposes,  to  a  general  ownership  of  *the 
land,  but  yet  in  point  of  form,  an  equity.  The  mortgagor 
may,  it  is  true  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  his 
mortgage,  as  the  mortgagee  must  in  order  to  redeem  The 
reason  why  a  mortgagee  must  resort  to  equity  is  not  because 
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the  mortgage,  is  an  executory  transaction,  and  requires  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  chancery,  to  compel  a  specific  performance. 
On  non-performance  of  the  conditions  the  mortgage  is  for- 
feited at  law,  but  the  equity  of  redemption  remains  in  the  mort- 
gagor or  his  representatives.  No  prospective  language  of  the 
parties  which  can  be  written  is  strong  enough  to  produce  the 
forfeiture  of  that  equity,  which  can  only  be  extinguished  by  a 
decree,  or  an  equivalent  proceeding,  under  a  positive  statute. 
This  rule  is  expressed  by  the  phrase  "  once  a  mortgage 
always  a  mortgage."  The  mortgagee  cannot  destroy  this 
equity  except  by  a  suit  in  chancery  or  a  statute  foreclosure, 
namely,  he  could  bring  ejectment  to  get  possession  of  the 
estate,  after  forfeiture  at  law,  but  that  is  now  forbidden  by 
statute.  Still  if  he  can  be  got  into  possesssion  without  a  breach 
of  the  peace,  his  title  under  the  mortgage  deed  is  strong 
enough  in  law  to  enable  him  to  defend  an  ejectment 
brought  by  the  mortgagee.  {MwMea  v.  DiUayCy  17  N.  Y.,  80 ; 
MicMes  V.  Townsend,  18  id.,  575.)  The  plaintiff  brings  her 
suit  in  equity,  not  for  the  purpose  of  being  aided  in  estab- 
lishing her  mortgage  under  the  notion  of  remedying  a  defect- 
ive conveyance,  or  obtaining  a  specific  performance,  but  to 
foreclose  and  extinguish  the  defendants'  equity  of  redemption, 
which  a  court  of  law  is  not  competent  to  deal  with.  She 
does  not  come  to  establish  a  voluntary  equitable  agreement, 
but  to  enforce  a  legal  title  under  an  executed  conveyance, 
and  to  cut  off  an  equity  attached  to  that  legal  title  and  vested 
in  the  defendants. 

A  point  is  made  that  the  mortgage  is  invalid  because  made 
to  Green  as  a  trustee,  he  confessedly  having  no  beneficial 
interest,  and  because  the  purposes  of  the  trust  not  being 
such  as  are  contemplated  by  the  fifty-fifth  section  of  the 
chapter  of  the  Ko^ised  Statutes  relating  to  uses  and  trusts. 
Now,  although  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  mortgage 
is  an  executed  conveyance,  and  not  a  mere  executory  agree- 
ment, I  have  recurred  to  the  legal  nature  of  that  instrument 
as  a  conveyance  of  the  land  mortgaged,  I  am  not  prepared 
to  concede  that  it  should  be  regarded  as  "  a  disposition  of  the 
land  by  deed  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  article  of  the  Re- 
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vised  Btatntes  reepecting  uses  and  trustB.  The  modern  idea 
of  a  mortgage  is  a  pledge  of  the  land  to  secure  the  payment  of 
money.  The  statute  relates  to  interests  in  lands,  property  so 
ealled,  and  not  of  collateral  pledges  made  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  interests  in  personalty.  Debts  secured  by  mortgage 
are  declared  to  be  personal  assets,  and  go  to  the  personal 
representatives.  (2  B.  S.,  82,  §  6,  subd.  8.)  A  trust  of  per- 
sonalty is  not  within  the  statutes  of  uses  and  trusts  and  may 
be  created  for  any  purpose  not  forbidden  by  law.  This 
mortgage  k  not,  therefore,  at  all  within  the  influence  of  the 
fifty-fifth  section,  or  within  the  one  which  abolishes  uses  and 
trusts.  But  if  it  were  otherwise,  and  if  the  interest  in  the 
land  conveyed  by  a  mortgagor  to  a  mortgagee  were  regarded 
as  within  the  purview  of  that  section,  the  only  effect  in  this 
instance  would  be  to  annihilate  the  title  and  strike  out  the 
name  of  Green,  the  trustee,  and  to  invest  the  beneficiaries 
with  the  title  nominally  conferred  upon  Green.  This  ^ect 
is  produced  by  the  forty-ninth  section  of  the  article,  which 
declares  that  if  a  disposition  of  land  be  made  to  one  or  more 
persons  to  the  use  of  or  in  trust  for  another,  no  estate  or 
interest,  legal  or  equitable,  shall  vest  in  the  trustee ;  and  the 
forty-seventh  section,  which  confers  upon  the  b^ieficiary  in 
such  cases  an  estate  of  the  same  quality  as  his  beneficial 
interest.  Again,  a  trust  may,  by  the  fifty-fifth  section,  also 
be  created  to  sell  lands  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  any 
charge  thereon.  This  does  not  require  a  pre-existing  charge. 
One  created  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  mstrument 
which  contains  the  conveyance  would  be  sufficient  to  bring 
the  disposition  within  the  terms  and  spirit  of  the  section, 
and  would  embrace  the  case  of  a  mortgage. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  instrument  contained  a  valid 
mortgage  of  the  land  described  in  it,  and  that  it  was  an 
available  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  to  pur- 
chase and  conyey  lands  to  the  value  of  $1,000  to  and  for  the 
b^iefit  of  the  plaintiff. 

2.  The  remaining  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff's  rights 
have  been  lost  by  the  fidlure  to  prosecute  in  time.  The 
time  within  which  William  Bucklin  was  to  have  made  the 
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conveyance,  expired  the  22d  March,  1837,  and  this  action 
was  commenced  the  18th  January,  1858.  The  delay  was 
nearly  twenty  years  and  ten  months.  The  defendants  do  not 
set  up  that  the  condition  has  been  specifically  performed,  or 
that  anything  has  ever  been  paid  as  an  equivalent,  or  as 
damages  for  the  non-performance.  They  rely  upon  the  lapse 
of  time,  and,  in  terms,  plead  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  rules  respecting  the  time  for  commencing  actions,  as 
it  affects  this  case,  are  those  prescribed  by  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes, there  being  a  saving  in  that  respect  as  to  cases  in  which  % 
the  right  of  action  had  accrued,  by  section  seventy-three  of 
the  Code.  The  form  in  which  the  defendant  is  to  avail  him- 
self of  this  defense,  that  the  action  was  not  commenced  in 
time,  is  prescribed  by  the  Code,  which  declares  that  the 
objection  that  the  action  was  not  commenced  within  the 
time  limited  can  only  be  taken  by  answer.  (§  74.)  This  rule 
of  pleading  applies  to  the  former  law  of  limitations  as  well 
as  to  that  established  by  the  new  system.  But  I  think  the 
answer  is  sufficient,  though  in  a  very  general  term. 

The  Eevised  Statutes  provide  that,  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years  from  the  time  a  right  of  action  shall  accrue 
upon  any  sealed  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money,  such 
right  shall  be  presumed  to  be  extinguished  by  payment.  (2  R. 
S.,  801,  §  48.)  The  case  is  not  within  this  provision,  because 
this  mortgage  is  not  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money 
but  for  the  conveyance  of  land.  Moreover,  that  provision 
relates  to  actions  at  law,  and  the  Revised  Statutes  have  furn- 
ished distinct  and  different  limitations  for  such  actions,  and 
for  suits  in  equity.  (2  R.  S.,  pp.  299,  800,  301.)  There  is  a 
separate  article  devoted  to  the  time  of  commencing  suits  in 
courts  of  equity.  (Art.  6.)  Such  remedies  were  not  denom- 
inated actions,  until  the  Code  prescribed  a  new  nomenclature. 
The  fifty-second  section  of  the  sixth  article  contains  the  lim- 
itation applicable  to  this  case.  'It  declares  that  bills  for  relief 
in  case  of  the  existence  of  a  trust  not  cognizable  by  the  courts 
of  common  law,  and  in  all  oih&r  cases  not  herein  provided 
for,  shall  be  filed  within  ten  years  after  the  cause  thereof 
shall  accrue,  and  not  after.     The  next  following  section,  pro- 
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vides  that  if  the  perBon  entitled  to  file  any  bill  specified  in 
the  preceding  sections  be,  at  the  time  the  canse  for  filing  such 
biU,  under  any  of  the  disabilities  mentioned  in  the  prior  arti- 
cles, the  time  during  which  such  disability  shall  continue 
shall  be  excluded  from  the  limitation  contained  in  the  last 
section.  (§  53.)  The  plaintiff,  it  is  contended,  first  became 
entitled  to  commence  this  suit  on  the  death  of  Vedder  G-reen 
in  February,  1841.  She  was  then  an  infant,  and  infancy  was 
one  of  the  disabilities  referred  to.  She  arrived  at  the  age  of 
# twenty-one  in  1854,  and  commenced  this  suit  in  1858,  four 
years  afterward.  But  the  cause  for  relief  accrued  while 
Green,  in  form,  held  the  interest  as  trustee,  and  for  nearly 
four  years  prior  to  his  death,  he  might  have  filed  a  bill  for 
the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  If,  however,  we  add  together 
these  two  periods  —  that  during  which  Green  might  have 
sued,  to  that  which  elapsed  between  the  plaintiff's  majority, 
and  the  time  of  bringing  this  action,  the  time  will  yet  fall 
short  of  ten  years.  The  plaintiff  was  not,  therefore,  barred 
of  her  action,  unless  she  is  precluded  from  availing  herself  of 
her  disability  on  account  of  the  statute  having  commenced 
to  run  vrhen  the  mortgage  was  forfeited,  in  the  time  of  the 
trustee.  On  this  poiut  the  provision  of  the  statute  is,  "  that 
no  person  shall  avail  himself  of  any  disability  enumerated  in 
this  title,  unless  8it>oh  disability  existed  at  the  time  his  right 
of  action  or  of  entry  accrued.  (2  E.  S.,  300,  §  41.)  The  right 
of  action  accrued  to  her  while  she  was  under  disability.  But 
this  is  not  precisely  what  is  intended.  If  there  are  succes- 
sive owners  of  the  cause  of  action,  or  of  equitable  relief, 
and  the  right  to  prosecute  arises  in  the  time  of  the  first,  the 
period  of  limitation  commences  at  that  time  and  continues 
attached  to  the  demand  during  the  several  subsequent  changes 
of  both  ;  and  when  the  statute  period  is  elapsed,  the  demand 
is  barred,  though  the  last  proprietor  had  recently  acquired 
his  right.  The  statute  refersto  the  time  when  the  right  to 
enforce  the  particular  cause  of  relief  accrued  to  the  person 
wlio  then  possessed  that  right,  otherwise  the  demand  could 
be  kept  in  force  indefinitely  by  successive  devolutions  of  title. 
The  strict  language  of  the  statute  would  not  apply  to  the 


1864.]  BUCKXIN  V.  BUCKLIN.  151 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Denio,  Oh.  J. 

plaintiff  because  she  was  an  infant  when  the  right  to  prose- 
cute accrued  to  Green.  But  her  disability  at  that  time  is 
not  important,  if  she  had  not  then  the  right  to  prosecute.  If 
the  statute  commenced  running  against  the  equitable  right 
to  relief  at  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  execution 
of  the  instrument,  the  plaintiff's  disability  when  that  right 
devolved  upon  her  at  the  death  of  Green  would  not  protect 
her  and  the  demand  would  be  barred  at  the  expiration  of  the 
ten  yearsj  which  was  long  before  the  action  was  brought. 

The  idea  that  the  trust  which  was  vested  in  Green  devolved 
upon  the  court  of  chancery,  at  his  death,  by  force  of  the 
statute,  (1  R.  S.  730,  §  68),  is  not  well  founded.  The  title 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  which  that  section  is  found,  relates 
exclusively  to  real  estate,  as  will  be  seen  by  its  title  and  the 
entitling  of  the  respective  divisions,  and  by  an  examination  of 
its  several  provisions.  This  being,  as  has  been  shown,  a 
trust  of  personalty,  is  not  within  the  purview  of  these  provi- 
sions but  depends  upon  the  rules  of  the  common  law  and  the 
doctrines  of  courts  of  equity.  No  doubt  these  courts,  on 
the  application  of  parties  interested  in  a  trust  of  personal 
property  may  supply  the  defect  of  a  trustee.  The  beneficiary 
is  the  party  entitled  to  institute  proceedings  for  that  purpose. 
Hence  the  plaintiff,  on  the  death  of  Green,  might  have 
applied  for  the  appointment  of  another  trustee,  or,  having  the 
entire  interest  in  herself,  so  far  as  relates  to  her  rights  in  the 
mortgage,  she  might  have  filed  her  bill  for  a  foreclosure. 

There  is  another  view  of  this  question  which  I  think  avoids 
the  bar  of  the  statute.  The  interest  of  the  trustee  was  merely 
nominal.  He  had  not  the  slightest  interest  in  the  agreement, 
the  performance  of  which  was  attempted  to  be  secured  by  it. 
The  plaintiff  was  the  sole  beneficiary  as  respects  the  land 
agreed  to  be  conveyed  to  her,  except  that  her  mother,  during 
her  life,  had  a  certain  interest  in  her  possession,  which  inter- 
est has  long  been  extinguished.  Now  a  court  of  equity  in 
which  alone  mortgages  can  be  foreclosed,  takes  notice  of  the 
cestui  qfie  trust  as  well  as  that  of  the  trustee.  The  plaintiff 
was  perfectly  competent,  the  moment  the  mortgagor  had 
broken  the  condition,  to  commence  a  suit  against  him  and 
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against  Gireen  the  trnstee,  to  enforce  the  mottgage  by  pro- 
curing a  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of  redemption  and  the  sale 
of  the  mortgaged  premises.  That  is  precisely  the  claim 
which  she  asserts  and  seeks  to  enforce  in  the  present  snit< 
That  right  accmed  to  her  at  the  time  of  the  breach  of  the 
mortgage,  and  she  was  then  nnder  the  disability  of  in&ncy, 
which  disability  continued  nntil  abont  four  years  before  the 
commencement  of  this  snit.  Hence  she  is  within  the  excep 
tion  in  the  statute,  and  the  case  is  not  one  of  a  disability 
arising  after  the  cause  of  action  had  accrued,  but  of  a  dis- 
ability existing  at  that  time,  and  existing  in  the  persoli 
entitled  to  assert  that  cause  of  action.  It  is  not  at  all  like 
the  case  of  one  succeeding  to  a  former  proprietor  by  assign-^ 
ment,  descent,  devise  or  bequest.  She  does  not  take  her 
interest  by  any  such  transfer  from  the  trustee.  His  title  was 
at  all  times  her  title.  The  cause  of  action  accrued  to  her  at 
the  moment  the  mortgagee  became  liable  to  be  prosecuted  for 
a  breach  of  the  condition. 

Hence  I  think  the  statute  was  not  a  bar  and  that  the 
Supreme  Court  was  right  and  that  its  judgment  ought  to 'be 
affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring^ 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Duncan  MgGbsgob,  Bespondent,  v.  Jahbs  Buicll  and  James 
MoGbegob,  Jr.,  Appellants. 

It  is  not  proper  for  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  return  of  a  remittitur,  to  add  any 
new  and  independent  direction  to  the  judgment  of  this  court  beyond  what 
may  be  required  to  carry  that  judgment  into  e£fect. 

The  Supreme  Court  cannot  add  to  the  judgment  contained  in  the  remittitur  a 
new  or  further  judgment,  even  for  costs  of  the  appeal  of  that  court. 

Costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  are  given  by  the  statute  to  the  pre- 
vailing party  only  in  appeals  involving  the  validity  or  proof  of  wills ;  and 
not  to  cases  which  relate  only  to  the  granting  or  withholding  of  letters  testa- 
mentary upon  a  will,  the  validity  or  execution  of  which  were  not  involved. 

Thb  facts  in  this  case,  as  shown  by  the  return,  are,  that 
at  the  October  Term  of  this  conrt,  in  1861,  in  a  case  in  which 
the  present  appellants  were  respondents,  and  the  present 
respondent  was  appellant,  after  hearing  counsel  for  both 
parties,  a  judgment  was  pronounced,  reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court  appealed  from,  "without  costs  and 
without  prejudice  to  any  ftiture  application  for  letters  testa- 
mentary," and  that  the  notice  of  appeal  and  return  thereto 
and  the  judgment  of  this  court  should  be  remitted  to  the 
Supreme  Court  to  be  enforced  according  to  law.  The  remit- 
titur of  this  judgment,  as  set  forth  in  the  present  return, 
does  not  contain  the  record  upon  which  that  judgment  was 
pronounced,  and  consequently  shows  nothing  beyond  what  is 
above  stated  in  reference  to  the  nature  of  the  judgment 
appealed  from,  or  of  the  questions  involved  in  the  appeal. 

The  return  then  sets  out  a  judgment  or  order  for  judgment, 
rendered  or  made,  at  a  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
at  Plattsburgh,  in  Clinton  county,  in  May,  1863  (under  the 
same  title  as  to  parties,  appellant  and  respondents,  as  that 
of  the  former  judgment  of  the  court),  declaring  as  follows, 
viz. :  "  So  much  of  the  surrogate's  decision  as  is  appealed 
from  in  this  case  is  reversed,  with  costs  of  the  appeal  to  de 
paid  personally  by  the  respondents;  that  the  record  and 
proceedings  in  the  action  be  certified  to  the  surrogate  of 
Saratoga  county,  together  with  the  order  of  reversal  and 
award  of  costs, to  be  enforced,  and  that  said  surrogate  pro- 
20 
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ceed  in  the  matter  of  granting  letters  and  the  disposition  of 
the  costs  which  have  accrued  in  contesting  the  will  according 
to  law."  There  is  nothing  in  the  judgment  or  order  (unless 
it  be  by  an  inference  from  the  similarity  of  title)  to  indicate 
that  it  had  any  relation  to  the  case  decided  in  this  court. 

Next  follows  a  judgment,  in  what  court  or  where  rendered 
does  not  appear,  but  bearing  date  June  16, 1863,  and  under 
the  same  title  as  that  before  mentioned,  reciting  that  the 
former  judgment  in  that  case  having  been  reversed  by  the 
judgment  -of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Conrt  of  Appeals  having  been  remitted  to 
that  court,  to  be  proceeded  upon  according  to  law,  and  the 
same  having  been  duly  entered  in  the  proceedings  of  that 
court,  after  hearing  counsel  for  both  parties,  it  was  ordered 
adjudged  and  decreed,  that  all  that  part  of  the  decision  of 
the  surrogate  of  Saratoga  county  entered  on  the  Slst  day 
of  December,  1855,  which  is  in  these  words,  "  It  is  also 
ordered  on  reading  and  filing  the  oath  of  James  McGregor, 
Jr.,  and  of  the  executors  named  in  the  instrument 
admitted  to  probate  as  the  last  will  and  testament  of  said 
deceased,  that  letters  testamentary  issue  unto  the  said  James 
in  the  said  wiU ;  no  affidavit  having  been  filed  by  any  person 
setting  forth  that  he  intended  to  file  objections  against  t^e 
granting  of  such  letters.  And  thereupon  James  Buell,  a 
legatee  named  in  the  aforesaid  last  will  and  testament,  hav- 
ing made  and  filed  an  affidavit  setting  forth  that  he  intended 
to  file  objections  against  granting  letters  testamentary  unto 
Duncan  McGregor,  one  of  the  executors  named  in  the 
said  last  will  and  testament.  And  thereupon  the  said 
surrogate  ordered' that  the  granting  of  letters  testament- 
ary unto  the  said  Duncan  be  stayed  for  thirty  days. 
It  is  ftirther  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed  by  the  said 
surrogate,  that  there  be  allowed  and  paid  to  Duncan 
McGregor,  from  the  estate  of  the  said  James  McGregor, 
deceased,  his  taxable  costs  for  witnesses'  fees  in  the  matter  of 
the  proceedings  to  prove  said  will,  such  fees  to  be  taxed  by 
the  surrogate  on  ten  days'  notice  to  James  McGregor,  the 
said  executor,  and  to  James  Buell.     It  is  further  ordered  and 
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decreed  that  there  be  allowed  and  paid  to  Duncan  McGregor 
and  James  Baell,  from  the  estate  of  the  said  deceased,  the 
amount  of  money  which  they  have  respectively  paid,  and 
became  liable  to  pay  to  the  surrogate  for  his  fees  in  the  matter 
of  the  proceedings  to  prove  said  will.  It  is  ordered  that  the 
said  sum  be  paid  by  the  above  named  executor,  James 
McGregor,  to  the  said  Duncan  McGregor  and  James  Bnell 
respectively,  on  producing  to  the  executor  the  receipt  of  the 
said  surrogate.  On  motion  of  the  said  James  McGregor, 
said  executor,  Seth  Hawley  and  John  H.  Thompson  are 
appointed  appraisers  of  the  goods,  etc.,  of  said  deceased ;"  be 
re^^ersed,  annulled,  and  altogether  held  for  nothing.  It  was, 
also,  further  ordered,  "  that  the  respondents  pay  to  Duncan 
McGregor,  his  costs  of  this  appeal  in  this  case  adjudged  at 
$381.10 ;"  and  that,  "  the  surrogate  of  Saratoga  county  pro- 
ceed to  enforce  payment  of  the  costs  awarded  to  Duncan 
McGregor,  against  the  said  James  Buell  and  James  McGre- 
gor, Jr.,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  surro- 
gate's court."  It  was  also  ordered  that  said  surrogate  pro- 
ceed in  the  matter  of  granting  letters  testamentary,  and  the 
disposition  of  the  costs  which  had  accrued  in  contesting  the 
said  will,  according  to  law.  Whereupon  the  proceedings 
were  ordered  to  be  certified  by  the  clerk,  and  remitted  to 
said  surrogate  to  be  proceeded  upon  according  to  law. 

From  so  much  of  said  judgment  as  awarded  $381.10  costs 
to  Duncan  McGi'egor,  the  present  appeal  was  taken  by 
James  McGregor,  Jr.,  and  James  Buell,  to  this  court.  The 
return  contains  nothing  beyond  what  is  above  stated,  to- 
gether with  the  notice  of  appeal. 

The  cause  was  submitted  here  upon  the  brief  of  counsel. 

TT.  A.  Beachy  for  the  appellants. 

/.  EUswarthy  for  the  respondent. 

Selben,  J.  The  record  in  this  case  appears  to  be  verjf 
defective.  This  court  can  look  only  at  the  return  of  the 
court  below,  for  the  facts  upon  which  its  judgment,  is  to  be 
given.     Facts  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below,  or 
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elsewhere,  not  found  in  the  return  cannot  be  regarded.  From 
the  return  alone,  it  is  not  easy  to  ascertain  what  has  been 
decided  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  still  less  so,  to  ascertain 
tiie  groimds  upon  which  such  decision  was  based.  It  must 
doubtless  be  assumed  from  the  uniformity  of  the  names  of 
the  parties  (although  the  fact  is  not  otherwise  shown),  that 
the  judgment  of  this  court  of  October,  1861,  and  the  order 
or  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  May  5, 1863,  and  that 
of  June  16, 1863,  were  all  parts  of  the  proceedings  in  one 
cause ;  and  we  may  therefore  resort  to  the  recitals  in  the  last 
mentioned  judgment,  by  the  aid  of  which  alone  we  are 
enabled  to  ascertain  the  subject  matter,  either  oi  the 
judgment  now  complained  of^  or,  of  the  former  judgment 
of  this  court.  From  those  recitals  it  appears  that  the 
judgment  which  was  reversed  by  this  court,  "  without  jcosts 
and  without  prejudice  to  any  future  application  for  letters 
testamentary,"  was  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  affirm- 
ing a  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  Saratoga  county,  granting 
to  James  McGregor,  Jr.,  letters  testamentary  upon  the  will 
of  James  McGregor  deceased,  staying  for  thirty  days,  the 
granting  of  like  letters  testamentary  to  Duncan  McGregor, 
on  account  of  objections  filed,  against  granting  such  letters 
giving  costs  to  Duncan  McGregor  and  James  Buell,  for  wit- 
nesses fees  and  expenses  in  the  proceedings  to  prove  said 
will,  and  appointing  appraisers  of  the  goods  of  the  deceased. 
Upon  filing  the  remittitur  from  this  court  containing  such 
reversal,  it  appears  that  the  Supreme  Court  proceeded  in 
accordance  with  the  judgment  of  this  court,  to  reverse  their 
former  judgment,  and  added  a  fiirther  judgment  in  these 
words,  viz. :  "  It  i&  further  ordered  that  the  respondents  pay 
to  Duncan  McGregor  his  costs  of  this  appeal  in  this  case, 
adjudged  at  $381.10  ;"  and  they  also  ordered  the  proceedings 
to  be  remitted  to  the  surrogate  of  Saratoga  county,  with 
directions  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  costs  awarded  to 
Duncan  McGregor,  against  James  BneU  and  James 
McGregor,  Jr.,  and  to  proceed  in  the  matter  of  granting 
letters  testamentary,  and  the  disposition  of  the  costs  which 
had  accrued  in    contesting    the    wiU    according    to    law. 
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The  sole  qxteetioB  now  presented  ifl,  whether  this  further 
order,  awarding  costs  against  James  Baell  and  James  Mc- 
Gregor, Jr.,  can  be  sustained,  that  being  the  subject  of  the 
present  appeal.  It  does  not  distinctly  appear  from  the  judg- 
ment how  these  costs  accrued.  I  assume,  however,  that  they 
were  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  taken  by  Duncan  McGregor  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  from  the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  granting 
letters  testamentary  to  James  McGregor,  Jr.,  and  denying 
them  to  him.  If  those  costs  were  allowed  to  Duncan  Mc- 
Gregor by  the  original  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  no 
appeal  appearing  by  the  record  to  have  been  taken  against 
him,  fcom  such  former  judgment,  the  repetition  of  the  allow- 
ance in  the  present  judgment  would  be  unobjectionable. 
Such,  however,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the  case,  and  I 
understand  the  respondent's  counsel  to  claim  that  the  allow- 
ance was  a  new  or  further  provision,  added  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  the  judgment  of  this  court.  If  this  be  the  true 
character  of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. It  was  not  proper  for  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the 
return  of  the  remittitur,  to  add  any  new  and  independent 
direction  to  the  judgment  of  this  court,  beyond  what  was 
required  to  carry  that  judgment  into  effect. 

I  place  no  particular  reliance  upon  the  words  "  without 
costs,"  because  those  words  would  naturally  apply  only  to 
the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  this  court.  My  judgment  would 
have  been  the  same  if  these  words  had  been  omitted,  for  the 
reason  that  the  Supreme  Court  could  not  add  to  the  judg- 
ment ccmtained  in  the  remittitur  from  this  court,  a  new  or 
further  ju<%ment,  even  for  costs  of  the  appeal  of  that  court. 
If  that  course  were  allowed,  it  would  either  deprive  the  party 
affected  by  such  new  jvdgment  of  the  right  of  appeal,  in 
r^ard  to  it,  or  would  authorize  several  successive  appeals 
from  the  Supreme  Court  to  this  court,  before  the  case  could 
be  remitted  to  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction.  It  has  be^i 
oft^i  held  that  no  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  this 
court  can  properly  be  brought  until  that  court,  by  its  judg- 
ment, has  finally  disposed  of  the  whole  matter  before  it, 
including  the  right  to  costs  as  well  as  other  rights  of  the 
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parties.  Upon  appeal  from  such  judgment,  or  any  part  of  it, 
it  undoubtedly  becomes  the  duty  of  this  court,  to  affirm, 
reverse  or  modify,  the  whole  judgment,  or  such  part  of  it  as 
may  be  appealed  from,  where  the  appeal  is  only  from  a  part. 
If  the  judgment  of  this  court  fails  to  determine  any  part  of 
the  subject  of  the  appeal,  the  defect  cannot  be  supplied  in  the 
court  below. 

It  is  insisted,  by  the  respondent's  counsel,  that  the  costs  of 
the  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  are  given,  by  statute,  to 
the  prevailing  party,  and  that,  consequently,  that  court  was 
bound  to  include  them  in  its  judgment.  (3  R.  S.  6th  ed., 
905,  §§  19,  20).  If  the  case  were  within  this  statute,  the 
position  of  the  respondent's  counsel  might,  perhaps,  be 
correct ;  but  the  statute  applies  only  to  appeals  involving  the 
validity  or.  proof  of  wills,  and  not  to  cases,  like  the  present, 
which  relates  only  to  the  granting  or  withholding  of  letters 
testamentary  upon  a  will,  the  validity,  or  execution  of  which 
does  not  appear  by  the  present  record  to  have  been  involved 
in  the  appeal.  In  such  cases,  costs  are  granted  or  refused,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.  (3  K.  S.,  909,  §  6 ;  Code,  §  471 ; 
22  N.  Y.,  422.) 

To  prevent  a  possible  inference  of  an  intention  to  impute 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  a  disposition  to  overstep  its  authority, 
or  to  disregard  in  any  respect  the  judgment  of  this  court,  it 
is  proper  to  say  that  no  such  opinion  is  entertained,  or 
intended  to  be  expressed.  On  looking  at  the  opinion 
delivered  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  at  the  report  of  the 
decision  of  this  court  on  the  former  appeal  (24  N.  Y.,  166), 
it  appears  very  probable  that  other  facts  exist,  not  shown 
by  the  present  record,  which  might  have  justified  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court.  The  transcript  from  the  court 
below  is  obviously  very  defective,  as  it  does  not  conform  to 
the  rules  of  this  court,  or  to  those  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
touching  such  appeals  (Rule  2,  Court  of  Appeals ;  Rule  44, 
Supreme  Court);  but  as  neither  party  has  asked  foV  any 
amendment  of  it,  or  any  ftirther  return  (Rule  3,  Court  of 
Appeals),  we  can  only  pronounce  judgment  upon  the  record 
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as  it  appears  before  ns.    The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
BO  far  as  it  is  appealed  from,  should  be  reversed,  but  without 
costs  of  this  appeal  to  either  party. 
Dbnio,  Ch.  J.,  Weight,  Davies  and  Emott,  JJ.,  concurred. 


Cashton  R.  Gilbebt,  et  al.^  v.  William  Gilbbbt.* 

The  proYision  of  the  BeviBed  Statutes  (8  R.  S.,  16, 1 61)  mnBt  be  conBtraedssaboliBhing 
all  trasts  in  land  paid  for  by  one  person  where  the  conveyance  is  given  to  another, 
whether  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  paying  the  money,  or  for  another,  except  where 
the  conveyance  is  so  taken  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  party  whose 
money  is  so  used— and  excepting  also  in  fiivor  of  creditors. 

Ingbaham,  J.  Whether  or  not  the  money  was  paid  by  the 
father,  upon  the  condition  that  the  title  to  the  property  was 
to  be  taken  by  the  defendant  in  trust,  to  be  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiffs  after  the  death  of  the  father,  is  by  no  means  clear 
from  the  evidence.  The  defendant  denies  the  agreement  as 
positively  as  the  witness  Matthews  affirms  it.  The  referee 
has  found  that  such  agreement  was  made,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion for  us  to  decide  is  whether  such  a  trust  by  parol  can  be 
enforced.  I  understand  the  statute  as  applying  to  all  trusts 
of  that  character,  viz. :  Where  the  title  is  taken  by  one  per- 
son and  the  consideration  is  paid  by  another,  whether  the 
trust  is  intended  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  payiog 
the  money  or  of  a  third  person.  The  51st  section  (3  E.  S., 
15)  provides  where  a  grant  shall  be  made  to  one  person 
and  the  consideration  therefor  shall  be  paid  by  another,  no 
use  or  trust  shall  result  in  favor  of  the  person  by  whom  such 
payment  shall  be  made,  but  the  title  shall  vest  in  the  person 
named  as  the  alienee  in  such  conveyance,  and  the  52d  section 
provides  for  the  protection  of  creditors,  where  the  fraudulent 
intent  in  taking  such  conveyance  is  not  disproved. 

The  effect  of  this  statute,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  any  interest 
in  the  person  paying  the  money,  was  fully  examined  in  this 
court  by  Comstock,  J.,  in  Garfield  v.  Hatmaker  (15  N.  Y., 
475),  in  which  it  was  distinctly  held  that  no  estate,  either 


♦  NoTB.— By  inadvertence  this  opinion  was  published  as  tke  opinion  of  the  court.  It 
is  in  fiict  a  dissenting  opii^on.  The  order  of  the  General  Term,  ordering  a  new  trial. 
was  reversed  and  the  report  of  the  Beferee  affirmed. 
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legal  or  equitable,  remained  in  the  person  paying  the  money, 
and  that  the  creditor  of  such  person  conld  not  by  a  sale 
xmder  a  judgment  and  execution,  obtain  any  interest  or  estate 
in  the  property  so  conveyed,  but  that  there  was  only  a  pure 
trust  in  favor  of  a  creditor  to  be  enforced  only  in  equity. 

In  Siemcm  v.  AvMm  (33  Barb.,  9)  a  different  construc- 
tion was  put  upon  the  Slst  section,  Emott,  J.,  holding  that 
it  did  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  trust  was  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  person  paying  the  money.  That  case  is  now 
before  this  court  for  review,  and  it  appears  that  the  gradatee 
voluntarily  carried  out  the  agreement  by  conveying  the 
property  to  the  person  for  whom  it  was  intended.  It  was 
not  necessary,  to  the  decision  of  that  case,  to  inquire  whether 
there  was  any  trust  that  could  be  enforced. 

It  is  urged  that  this  section  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where 
the  estate  is  taken  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  other 
than  the  person  paying  the  consideration  money.  There 
might  be  force  in  the  suggestion  if  the  section  only  declared 
there  should  be  no  trust  in  favor  of  such  person,  but  it  goes 
farther,  and  declares  also  that  in  such  cases  the  title  shall 
vest  in  the  person  named  as  the  alienee  in  the  conveyance. 

Had  it  been  intended  to  exclude  from  the  operation  of  this 
section  cases  of  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  third  persons,  there 
would  have  been  no  necessity  for  the  53d  section,  to  protect 
the  case  of  persons,  where  the  alienee,  in  violation  of  some 
trust,  shall  have  purchased  lands  so  conveyed  with  moneys 
belonging  to  another. 

These  provisions  of  the  statute  vest  the  title  to  the  prop- 
erty in  the  alienee.  They  must  be  construed  as  abolishing 
all  trusts  of  land  paid  for  by  one  person  where  the  conveyance 
is  given  to  another,  whether  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  pay- 
ing the  money  or  for  another,  excepting  where  the  conveyance 
is  so  taken  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  party 
whose  money  is  so  used,  and  excepting  also  the  trust  in  favor 
of  creditors. 

I  concur  in  the  views  expressed  in  the  court  below,  and  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  add  anything  fartjier  thereto. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Jomr  M'Keoit,  Eespondent,  v.  Robbbt  L.  Tillotbok 
Appellant. 

In  the  treaties  on  the  part  of  Ogden  and  Fellows  with  the  Seneca  and  also  with 
the  Tuscarora  nations  of  Indians,  made  in  the  presence  of  commissioners  on 
the  part  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and  commissioners  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  purpose,  on  the  part  of  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  of 
purchasing  from  said  nations  their  respective  pre-emption  right  to  their 
respective  reservations  in  this  state,  the  United  States  assumed  no  ohliga- 
tions,  and  undertook  the  performance  of  no  duties,  in  respect  to  the  said 
Ogden  and  Fellows,  in  their  purchase  of  said  reservations. 

Neither  of  said  treaties  eontained  any  stipulations  or  agreements  of  anything 
to  be  done  or  performed  in  respect  to  said  purchase^  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States. 

Davum,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
made  and  executed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  bearing 
date  the  Ist  day  of  March,  1856.  The  execution  of  the 
mortgage  was  admitted,  and  the  defendant  sets  up  various 
matters  in  avoidance  of  the  mortgage,  and  to  show  that  there 
is  nothing  due  upon  it.  It  is  conceded  that  the  mortgage 
was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  secure  a  debt  due  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  ITnited  States,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  mere 
naked  t^stee.  The  answer  sets  up  that,  in  and  prior  to  the 
year  1838,  there  was  an  association  of  persons,  of  whom  the 
defendant  was  one,  who  were  the  owners  of  the  pre-emption 
title  to  certain  lands  in  the  western  part  of  this  State,  then 
occupied  by  the  Seneca  nation  of  Indians,  and  known  as  the 
Buffalo  Creek  reservation,  the  Tonawanda  reservation, 
the  Cattaraugus  reservation  and  the  Allegany  reservation, 
and  that  association  had  also  the  pre-emption  title  to  another 
reservation,  known  as  the  Tuscarora  reservation,  then  occu- 
pied by  the  Tuscarora  nation  of  Indians.  That  the  interest 
of  the  defendant  therein  was  one  twentieth ;  that  the  legal 
title  to  said  lands  was  in  Thomas  L.  Ogden  and  Joseph 
Fellows,  as  surviving  trustees  for  the  said  shareholders,  sub- 
ject to  the  Indian  right  of  occupancy.  That  on  or  about 
the  15th  January,  1838,  a  treaty  was  made  between  the 
United  States  and  the  said  Seneca  and  Tuscarora.  nations  of 
21 
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Indians,  by  which  the  Baid  Indians  agreed  to  remove  from 
the  State  of  'New  York  to  certain  lands  set  apart  for  them 
by  the  government  of  the  United  States,  in  the  territory 
west  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  in  consideration  of  said  lands 
so  set  apart  for  them,  and  of  certain  appropriations  to  be 
made  by  the  government  and  applied  nnder  the  direction  of 
the  president.  That  annexed  to  said  treaty,  and  duly  recog- 
nized and  approved  therein,  was  a  deed  of  conveyance, 
bearing  even  date  therewith,  from  the  said  Seneca  nation, 
•their  chiefs  and  head  men,  duly  assembled  in  conncil,  and 
acting  on  behalf  of  said  nation,  to  the  said  Ogden  and 
Fellows,  conveying  to  them  the  said  four  reservations  in  con- 
sideration of  the  snm  of  $200,000.  That  annexed  to  said 
treaty,  and  also  duly  recognized  and  affirmed  therein,  was 
another  deed  of  conveyance  bearing  even  date  with  said 
treaty  between  the  sachems  and  chiefs  of  said  Tuscarora 
Indians,  conveying  to  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  in  considera- 
tion of  $9,600,  the  said  tract  of  land  known  as  the  Tuscarora 
reservation. 

That  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  and  of  said  conveyances, 
the  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  as  trustees  for  said  pre-emption 
owners,  were  entitled  to  the  inunediate  possession  of  the  said 
several  tracts  of  land.  That  said  treaty  was  duly  ratified 
by  the  senate  of  the  United  States,  and  duly  approved  and 
proclaimed  by  the  president  on  the  4th  of  April,  1840. 
That  said  treaty  contained  no  provision  as  to  the  mode  or 
manner  in  which  the  removal  of  the  Indians,  or  the  surren- 
der of  said  reservation  should  take  place.  The  answer 
further  states,  that  prior  to  the  year  1840,  the  United  States 
had  commenced  an  action,  against  the  defendant,  as  surety 
on  a  bond  for  Samuel  L.  Gouvemeur,  then  late  postmaster 
of  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  a  trial  was  had  in  the  action 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  defendant.  That  Mr.  Butler, 
then  United  States  district  attorney,  threatened  an  appeal, 
and  that  as  a  compromise  of  any  claim  which  the  United 
States  had  against  the  defendant  upon  said  lands,  as  well  as 
to  settle  the  matter  in  controversy,  tibe  defendant  agreed  to 
execute  to  said  Butler,  for  the  benefit  of  the  United  States, 
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a  mortgage  upon  his  individaal  interest,  in  the  land  in 
said  Indian  reservations.  That  said  mortgage  was  dated  July 
18, 1840,  and  was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a.  bond 
bearing  even  date  therewith,  conditioned  to  pay  the  sum  of 
$10,207.80,  with  interest,  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  and 
the  defendant  avers  in  his  answer,  that  said  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted upon  the  express  understanding  and  assumption,  on  his 
part,  that  the  mortgage  debt  thereby  secured  should  be  paid 
from  the  proceeds  of  the  lands  thereby  assigned  and  released 
under  said  treaty,  and  that  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  would  in  good  faith  execute  the  provisions  of  the  said 
treaty,  and  give  the  pre-emption  owners  of  the  said  reserva^ 
tion  lands  possession  thereof. 

That  said  bond  and  mortgage  was  taken  by  said  Butler,  as 
trustee  for  the  United  States,  and  that  he  paid  nothing  on 
account  thereof  and  had  no  personal  interest  therein.  He 
avers  that  said  treaty  was  not  executed  by  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  that  said  Indians  refttsed  to  give  pos- 
session of  the  lands  ceded  by  them  under  said  treaty  and 
released  and  conveyed  by  said  deeds,  and  that  said  govern- 
ment, although  requested  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  said  treaty,  refused  so  to  do.  That  in  1841  Ogden,  as  gen- 
eral trustee,  with  the  view  of  obtaining  possession  of  said 
lands,  applied  to  John  Bell,  Esq.,  then  secretary  of  war,  for 
an  execution  of  said  treaty,  stating  to  him  that  said  pre- 
emption owners  were  prepared  to  pay  the  consideration 
money  for  said  lands,  provided  a  surrender  of  said  lands  by 
the  Indians  should  be  made.  That  said  Bell  replied  that  the 
government  would  do  nothing,  and  that  said  owners  must  get 
possession  of  said  lands  through  the  instrumentality  of  the 
courts.  That  subsequently  another  application  was  made  to 
Jdhn  0.  Spencer,  Esq.,  then  secretary  of  war,  who  also 
declined  executing  said  treaty,  and  giving  possession  to  said 
pre-emption  owners  of  said  lands,  unless  they  would  consent 
to  re-convey  said  Cattaraugus  and  Allegany  reservations.  That 
in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  said  Indians  to  surrender 
I)08ses8ion  of  said  lands,  and  the  refusal  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States  to  execute  said  treaty,  the  said  pre-emption  own- 
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ers  did  not  receive  poeseBsion  under  the  same  of  any  part  of  said 
lands.  That  on  the  2Pth  of  May,  1842,  a  new  treaty  was  made 
by  and  between  the  government  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Seneca  nation,  which,  after  referring  to  the  treaty  of  1838, 
and  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  and  to 
the  diflTerenoes  which  had  arisen  between  the  parties,  declared 
in  the  first  article,  that  Ogden  and  Fellows,  in  consideration 
of  the  releases  and  agreements  mentioned,  stipulated  that 
the  Seneca  nation  might  continue  in  the  enjoyment  of  the 
Cattaraugus  and  Allegany  reservations,  the  same  as  before 
the  conveyance,  and  in  the  second  article,  the  Seneca  nation 
agreed  to  release  and  confirm  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  the  two 
remaining  reservations,  the  Buffalo  Creek  and  the  Tonawanda, 
The  third  article  provides  for  reducing  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  so  as  to  correspond  with  the  relative  value  of 
the  two  reservations  released  to  the  value  of  the  former 
fixed  in  the  treaty  of  1838.  The  fourth  article  provides  for 
the  appraisal  of  the  lands  and  in  the  two  reservations  then  con- 
firmed to  Ogden  and  FelloVs,  and  to  report  the  proceedings 
to  the  secretary  of  war  and  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  one 
appraisef.to  be  appointed  by  each.  The  fifth  article  provides 
that  the  poBsession  of  the  two  tracts  then  confirmed  should 
be  surrendered  up  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  as  follows:  The 
mumproved  lands,  within  one  month  after  the  report  of  the 
appraisers  should  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  war,  and  the 
improved  lands  within  two  years  after  the  filing  of  said  report, 
provided  that  the  amount  of  the  value  of  said  improvements 
should  be  paid  at  the  time  of  such 'surrender  to  the  president 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  consideration  of  said  release 
and  conveyance  of  said  lands  should,  at  the  time  of  the 
surrender  thereof,  be  paid  or  secured  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  secretary  of  war.  The  seventh  article  provides  that 
the  modificationa  in  the  treaty  of  1842,  should  be  a  substitute 
for  that  of  1838  and  to  that  extent  should  be  deemed  to  repeal 
it  That  said  treaty  contained  no  provision  as  to  the  mode 
or  manner  of  the  removal  of  said  Indians,  or  the  surrender  of 
the  reservations.  That  said  treaty  was  duly  ratified  by  the 
£ienate  of  the  United  States,  and  approved  and  proclaimed  by 
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the  president  on  the  26th  day  of  Angnst,  1842.  The  defend* 
ant  further  alleged  that  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States  to  execute  the  treaty  of 
1838,  the  pre-emption  owners  were  obliged  to  submit  to  the 
propositions  contained  in  the  treaty  of  1842,  and  that  in  con- 
sequence thereof,  they  lost  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the 
Cattaraugus  and  Allegany  reservations,  which  had  been 
conveyed  to  them  by  the  deed  of  1838,  and  the  possession  of 
which  was  fully  guaranteed  to  them  by  the  government 
of  the  tTnited  States  by  the  treaty  of  1838.  That  under  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1842  the  award  of  the  appraisers, 
therein  provided  for,  was  filed  in  the  war  department  on  the 
first  day  of  April,  1844,  and  the  amount  awarded  to  be  paid 
by  said  pre-emption  owners  was  paid  to  the  secretary  of  war 
for  the  benefit  of  said  Indians  in  the  year  1844,  and  the 
defendant  paid  his  proportion,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
$6,688.04.  The  defendant  avers  that  the  treaty  of  1842  has 
not  been  executed  by  the  government  of  the  United  States ; 
that  said  pre-emption  owners  have  applied  to  the  government 
to  execute  the  treaty  and  to  remove  said  Indians  from  said 
lands,  and  to  give  said  pre-emption  owners  possession  thereof, 
but  that  said  government  has  refused  so  to  do;  that  said 
Seneca  nation  have  reftised  to  surrender  the  possession  of  the 
Tonawanda  reservation,  but  still  retain  possessicm  of  the  same. 
That  in  the  yeajps  1844, 1845  and  1846,  the  said  owners, 
without  any  aid  from  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
obtained  by  degrees  the  surrender  of  the  land&  in  the  Buffalo 
reservation,  and  the  same  was  not  finally  vgiAde  until  the 
year  1846.  That  such  possession  was  obtained  at  a  large 
expense,  and  the  delay  in  acquiring  the  same^  subjected  the 
defendant  and  the  other  owners  to  large  expense  and  great 
pecuniary  loss.  That  the  proportion  of  the  value  of  the 
Tonawanda  reservation  greatly  exceeded  in  value  that  of  the 
Buffalo  Creek,  owing  to  the  superior  value  of  the  lands. 
That  the  mortgage,  given  to  said  Butler,  was  subject  to 
prior  liens  upon  the  interest  of  said  defendant  in  said  lands. 
That  all  the  lands,  belonging  to  the  share  of  this  defendent, 
in  the  Buffalo  Creek  reservation,  have  been  sold  by  the  trus* 
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tees,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  such  sales  have  been  applied  tp 
the  payment  of  said  prior  liens,  with  the  exception  of  the 
amoant  paid  on  said  mortgage  to  said  Batler,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  received  nothing  therefrom  over  and  above 
such  payments.  The  defendant  then  sets  forth  a  payment, 
in  March  1845,  of  $7,000,  on  account  of  said  bond  and  mort- 
gage, in  February,  1846,  a  like  payment  of  $2,000,  and,  in 
July,  1847,  a  further  and  like  payment  of  $1,000.  That  said 
mortgage  to  said  Butlef ,  being  a  lien  on  the  interest  of  said 
defendant,  in  the  lands  of  BuflEalo  reservation,  and  it  being 
necessary,  on  the  sale  of  said  lands,  to  make  a  clear  and  free 
title  thereto,  an  arrangement  was  made  between  the  defendant 
and  the  United  States,  by  which  the  latter  agreed  to  cancel 
the  mortgage  'to  said  Butler,  upon  the  defendant  executing 
and  delivering  the  mortgage,  mentioned  in  the  complaint  in 
this  action,  as,  and  for  the  balance  due  on  said  mortgage 
to  said  Butler,  and  which  was  ascertained  to  be  on  the  first 
day  of  March,  1856,  the  date  of  said  bond  and  mortgage,  the 
sum  of  $7,446.04,  and  that  on  the  third  of  September,  1856, 
the  defendant  paid,  on  account  thereof,  the  sum  of  $1,175. 
The  answer  alleges  that  as  the  defendant  has  paid,  on  account 
of  said  indebtedness,  the  sum  of  $11,175,  a  sum  greater  than 
the  original  principal  named  in  said  mortgage  to  said  Butler, 
he  has  paid  the  whole  principal  of  said  debt,  and  that  the 
sum  now  claimed  as  due  on  said  mortgage  is  for  interest 
thereon. 

The  defendant  alleges  that  said  pre-emption  owners  had  no 
means  of  enforcing  the  provisions  of  said  treaties ;  that  they 
could  not  obtain  the  possession  of  said  lands  by  legal  pro- 
ceedings in  the  courts ;  that  the  United  States  government, 
by  becoming  parties  to  said  treaties,  guaranteed  to  said  pre- 
emption owners  the  possession  of  said  lands  so  conveyed  by 
said  Indians,  and  that  the  omission  to  give  such  possession 
by  the  government  was  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  this  de- 
fendant. That  in  consequence  of  the  making  of  said  treaties, 
and  of  the  undertaking  of  the  government  to  enforce  the 
execution  thereof,  the  said  pre-emption  owners  have  paid 
large  sums  of  money  for  the  consideration  of  said  lands,  and 
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have  lost  the  interest  on  the  same ;  that  the  sum  paid  to  the 
government,  in  1844,  on  account  of  said  Tonawanda  reser- 
vation has  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  government  ever 
since,  and  it  has  deprived  the  defendant  of  the  use  and  enjoy 
ment  thereof.  The  defendant  alleges  that  by  the  refusal  of 
the  government  to  execute  said  treaty  of  1838  he  had  sus- 
tained a  loss  for  interest  alone,  upon  his  proportion  of  the 
lands  of  the  Buifalo  Creek  and  Tonawanda  reservations  of 
not  less  than  ten  thousand  dollars.  That  in  consequence 
of  the  said  pre-emption  owners  being  compelled  to  submit  to 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1842,  and  thereby  losing  the 
possession  of  said  Buffalo  Creek  and  Tonawanda  reserva- 
tions, this  defendant  has  sustained  a  loss  in  all  of  not  less 
than  $30,000.  Thus  the  government,  by  wrongfully  and 
fraudalently  omitting  and  refusing  to  perform  the  duty 
which  they  were  legally  bound  to  perform,  in  giving  to  the 
said  pre-emption  owners  the  possession  of  said  lands,  have 
deprived  the  defendant  of  the  meana  of  paying  the  interest 
of  said  mortgage  debt  from  the  lands  specifically  assigned  for 
the  payment  of  the  same,  and  that  as  a  matter  of  equity,  and 
inasmuch  as  the  original  mortgage  debt  has  been  fiilly  paid, 
the  defendant  claims  that  he  should  not  be  compelled  to  pay 
interest  upon  said  debt,  said  interest  having  accumulated 
solely  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  and  refusal  of  said  gov- 
ernment to  execute  said  treaties,  which  neglect  and  refrisal, 
it  is  alleged,  were  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  claims  and  insists  that  the  sum  of  money 
paid  by  him  to  obtain  possession  of  the  lands  of  the  Buffalo 
Creek  reservation,  and  the  interest  upon  his  proportion  of 
the  purchase  and  improvement  moneys  of  the  Tonawanda 
reservation,  deposited  with  the  secretary  of  war  in  1844, 
should  be  allowed  to  him  as  a  credit  upon  the  sum  claimed 
to  be  due  on  said  mortgage ;  and  he  insists  that  said  mort- 
gage debt  should  be  adjudged  to  be  fully  paid,  and  that  said 
bond  and. mortgage  should  be  given  up  and  canceled.  By 
stipulation  between  the  parties  it  was  agreed,  in  order  to 
save  a  reference  to  compute  the  amount  due  upon  said  bond 
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and  mortgage,  that  the  apparent  amount  due  thereon  on  the 
16th  of  December,  1858,  waa  $7,581.87. 

The  judge  at  Special  Term  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
on  account  of  the  firivoloufiness  of  the  answer,  and  ordered  and 
directed,  that  a  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
should  take  place,  to  satisfy  the  amount  agreed  to  be  due 
thereon,  and  which  judgment  was  a£Srmed  at  the  general 
term  of  the  second  district,  and  the  defendant  now  appeals 
to  this  court. 

The  matters  stated  in  this  answer  are  not  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  They  do  not  fall  within 
the  provisions  of  section  150  of  the  Code.  They  do  not  arise 
out  of  contract,  or  from  any  transaction  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint on  the  tbundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  connected 
with  the  subject  of  the  action. 

The  subject  of  the  action  is  the  collection  of  a  debt,  admit- 
ted by  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  to  be  due  by  him,  to  the  United  States  and  to 
secure  which,  this  mortgage  was  given.  That  debt  was  orig- 
inally secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  other. lands.  In  1840, 
the  defendant  admitted  his  liability  to  the  United  States,  to 
pay  the  sum  mentioned  in  his  bond  and  mortgage  to  Mr. 
Butler.  •  It  is  of  no  moment,  whether  such  indebtedness  arose 
upon  his  liability  as  surety  upon  a  bond  or  otherwise.  It 
was  a  conceded  indebtedness,  and  its  justice  has  been  admit- 
ted by  the  subsequent  payments.  In  1840^  when  the  first 
mortg^e  had  been  given,  the  Indians  had  not  r^noved  from 
the  reservation  as  the  defendant  now  contends  they  should 
have  done,  in  conformity  with  the  treaty  of  1838,  and  if  there 
was  any  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  it 
had  occurred  at  that  time.  Yet  the  defendant,  setting  up  no 
such  claim  in  discharge  of  his  indebtedness  to  the  United 
States  government,  gave  a  mortgage  on  his  interest  in  the 
lands  of  the  five  reservations,  to  secure  the  whole  amount  of 
such  indebtedness,  and  such  mortgage  remained  a  lien  upon 
his  interest  in  the  lands  of  the  said  five  reservations,  until  the 
United  States,  upon  the  application  of  the  def^dant,  in  1856, 
released  such  lien,  and  canceled  said  mortgage,  and  took  the 
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mortgage  now  in  process  of  foreclosnre  in  this  action,  npon 
other  lands  of  the  defendant,  for  the  balance  due  of  said  orig- 
inal debt.  And  it  is  a  significant  fact,  that  at  the  time  this 
new  security  was  given,  all  the  transactions  mentioned  and 
referred  to,  in  the  defendant's  answer  had  happened  and  all 
the  equities  now  interposed  by  him,  if  any,  existed  and  yet 
no  mention  seems  then  to  have  been  made  of  them,  and  no 
claim  set  up  that  the  debt  mentioned  in  the  new  bond  and 
mortgage  was  not  due.  The  giving  of  that  bond  and  mort- 
gage, was  an  act  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  allegation  now 
made,  that  at  that  time  there  was  nothing  due  to  the  United 
States  by  the  defendant.  No  cause  of  action  is  set  up  by 
this  answer,  against  the  United  States,  and  the  equities 
claimed  by  the  defendant  will  next  be  considered,  as  well  as 
the  affirmative  relief  asked  for,  namely,  that  the  mortgage 
debt  be  adjudged  to  be  fully  paid,  and  that  the  bond  and 
mortgage  should  be  given  up  aiid  canceled. 

The  gravamen  of  the  defendant's  answer  is,  that  the  United 
States  was  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  1838,  to 
remove  the  Indians  from  the  five  reservations  then  conveyed 
to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  and  that  in  consequence  of  such 
neglect  and  refusal  the  defendant  had  sustained  damages 
greater  than  the  balance  due  upon  said  original  bond  and 
mortgage.  The  duty  of  the  United  States  thus  to  remove 
the  Indians  is  stated  in  various  forms  in  the  answer.  In  one 
place  it  is  alleged,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  1838, 
and  by  the  conveyances  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  they  were 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  said  lands.  Again, 
that  the  possession  of  said  land  to  the  defendant  and  his  ten 
owners  was  ftiUy  guaranteed  by  the  United  States  by  the 
treaty  of  1838.  Again,  it  is  alleged,  that  the  United  States, 
by  becoming  parties  to  the  treaties  of  1838  and  1842,  guaran- 
teed to  the  said  pre-emption  owners  the  possession  of  said 
lands ;  and  again,  that  in  consequence  of  the  undertaking  of 
the  government  to  enforce  said  treaties,  and  its  neglect  and 
refusal  so  to  do,  the  defendant  had  lost  the  interest  on  the 
moneys  paid  to  the  government,  and  the  large  sums  paid  to 
obtain  the  possession  of  said  lands.  These  are  the  various 
22 
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forms  in  which  the  defendant  states  the  dnty,  obligation, 
agreement  or  guaranty  of  the  United  States,  the  failure 
to  perform  which,  creates  the  equitable  defense  contended 
for.  There  is  no  pretense  that  any  such  duty  is  recognized 
or  referred  to  in  either  of  the  bonds  and  mortgages 
executed  by  the  defendant  to  the  agents  of  the  United 
States,  or  that  any  agreement  or  understanding  was  ever 
had  or  existed  between  the  defendant  and  the  United  States, 
or  any  of  its  officers  or  agents,  that  any  such  duty  existed, 
or  that  the  United  States  would  undertake  its  performance. 
The  nearest  approach  to  this  is  the  allegation  in  the  answer 
that  the  mortgage  to  Butler  was  executed  upon  the  express 
understanding  and  assumption  on  his  jpart  that  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  would  in  good  faith  execute  the 
provisions  of  the  treaty  of  1838,  and  give  to  the  pre-emp- 
tion owners  the  possession  of  the  said  reservation  lands. 
This  allegation  falls  fs^r  short  of  any  understanding  or  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  do  the  things  speci- 
fied, made  or  entered  into  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage. 

The  word  "  express "  as  here  used  might  seem  to  imply 
that  an  expression  had  been  given  to  some  understanding  on 
the  part  of  both  parties  at  the  time,  but  the  other  words  used, 
negative  any  such  inference.  It  was  an  understanding  or 
assumption  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  not  only  that  the 
United  States  would  execute  the  treaty  of  1838,  and  put  the 
owners  of  the  lands  conveyed  by  the  Indians  into  the  possession 
thereof.  The  form  of  the  allegation  is  evidently  intended 
to  convey  the  idea,  that  the  United  States  were  bound  by  the 
terms  of  the  treaty  of  1838,  to  put  the  defendant  and  his 
associates  into  the  possession  of  tlie  Indian  lands.  The  same 
idea,  as  has  been  observed,  is  presented  in  different  language 
several  times,  in  the  answer,  and  in  one  instance  as  though 
the  United  States  by  that  treaty  fully  guaranteed  such 
possession  to  them.  The  political  and  judicial  history  of 
the  country,  and  the  statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York  and 
Massachusetts  show,  that  at  an  «arly  day  a  dispute  had  arisen 
between  the  two  States,  in  respect  to  the  title  to  a  large  tract 
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of  land  within  tlie  territorial  limits  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  of  which  the  Indian  reservation  mentioned  and 
referred  to  in  the  defendant's  answer  formed  a  part.  In 
1786  the  dispute  was  amicably  settled  by  a  cession  from 
Massachusetts  to  New  York  of  the  sovereignty  and  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  tract  then  occupied  by  the  nations  of  Indians 
mentioned,  and  by  a  cession  jfrom  New  York  to  Massachu- 
setts of  the  right  of  pre-emption  to  the  soil  from  the  Indians. 
The  lands  were  then  in  the  independent  occupancy  of  the 
Seneca  nation  and  the  Tuscarora  nation,  and  owned  by 
them,  and  Massachusetts  acquired  by  the  cession  the  exclu- 
sive right  of  purchasing  their  title  to  said  lands  whenever 
they  became  disposed  to  sell  the  same.  This  right  became 
vested  in  the  said  Ogden  and  Fellows  by  proper  conveyances 
from  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  By  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  with  the 
Indian  tribes,  was  vested  in  congress,  and  by  virtue  of  that 
power,  congress  has  passed  various  laws  regulating  inter- 
course with  the  Indian  tribes.  Negotiations  with  them, 
must  be  bad  by  and  with  the  assent  and  under  the  authority 
of  the  United  States.  They  are  treated  as  a  qium  nation 
possessing  none  of  the  attributes  of  an  independent  people, 
and  are  to  be  dealt  with  accordingly. 

The  Indian  tribes  are  in  a  state  of  pupilage  toward  the 
United  States  government,  and  hold  the  relation  to  it  which 
a  ward  owes  to  tis  guardian.  {Fellows  v.  Blacksmith^  19 
How.  U.  S.,  366.)  In  1838  Ogden  and  Fellows  bemg  desir- 
ous of  purchasing  the  pre-emption  right  of  the  Seneca  nation 
to  the  four  mortgaged  reservations,  and  from  the  Tuscaroras 
the  reservation  owned  by  them,  procured  the  appointment  of 
commissioners  on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Massachusets,  and 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  to  hold  a  treaty  with  said 
nations,  and  which  was  held  on  the  15th  of  January,  1838, 
and  which  treaty  was  approved  of,  and  proclaimed  by  the 
president  of  the  United  States  the  4th  day  of  April,  1840. 
By  the  terms  of  this  treaty  these  commissoners  being  present, 
the  chiefs  of  the  Seneca  nation  agreed  to  sell,  and  Ogden 
and  Fellows  agreed  to  purchase,  the  title  of  the  nation  to 
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Baid  four  reservations,  and  a  deed  therefor,  having  been  first 
read  and  explained  to  said  Indians,  was  made  and  executed 
by  them,  bearing  date  January  15th,  1838,  whereby,  for  the 
consideration  of  $202,000  therein  expressed,  to  them  in  hand 
paid,  they  granted,  bargained,  sold,  released  and  confirmed 
unto  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assies, 
the  said  four  reservations,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  to 
them,  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  as  joint  tenants  and 
not  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  commissioner  on  the  part 
of  the  State  of  Massachusetts^  and  the  commissioner  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States,  certified  and  declared  at  the  foot 
thereof  that  they  respectively  approved  of  the  same.  A 
similar  treaty  in  all  respects,  containing  a  similar  deed  from 
the  Tuscarora  nation  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  for  their  reser- 
vation, was  made  and  concluded  at  the  same  time,  and 
certified  and  approved  .by  the  said  commissioners  in  the 
same  manner.  !N^either  of  these  treaties  contained  any  stip- 
ulations or  agreements  of  anything  to  be  done  or  performed 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States.  All  that  was  done  on  the 
part  of  the  agent  of  the  United  States,  was  to  certify  and 
declare  that  the  said  deed  then  executed  in  his  presence, 
being  fairly  and  perfectly  understood  by  the  said  Indians, 
and  that  he  approved  of  the  same. 

There  is  not  a  word  in  either  of  these  treaties  in  reference 
to  the  possession  of  said  reservations,  or  anything  implying 
that  the  United  States  was  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  grantees 
named  in  the  conveyances  recited  therein,  or  assumed  any 
obligations  or  duties  in  relation  thereto.  These  were  the 
only  treaties  made  at  that  time  to  which  Ogden  and  Fellows 
could  in  any  sense  be  deemed  parties,  or  had  any  right  or 
pretense  to  assert  any  interest  in  the  fulfillment  of.  At 
the  same  time,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  January,  1838,  a  treaty 
was  made  between  the  United  States  and  several  tribes  of 
New  York  Indians,  including  the  said  Seneca  and  Tuscarora 
nations,  and  which  was  amended  by  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  on  the  11th  June,  1838,  concerning  the  removal  of 
said  tribes  to  certain  lands  west  of  the  State  of  Missouri, 
and  lands  owned  by  them  in  the  western  States.    Article  10 


1864.]  M'KSOK  V,  TlLLOTSOBT.  178 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  por  Daydes,  J. 

of  said  treaty  related  exclusively  to  said  Seneca  nation.  By 
this  artit^le  the  said  Seneca  nation  agreed  with  the  United 
States  to  remove  to  their  new  home  in  the  west  within  five 
years,  and  to  continue  to  reside  there.  The  said  article  then 
recites  that  at  the  time  of  making  said  treaty,  Ogden  and 
Fellows  had  purchased  from  the  Seneca  nation  the  right  and 
title  of  said  nation  to  certain  lands  in  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance annexed  to  the  treaty  naentioned,  for  the  price  of 
$202,000 ;  the  treaty  then  declares  that  the  nation  agreed 
that  said  sum  should  be  paid  to  the  United  States,  which 
agreed  to  receive  the  sum,  to  be  disposed  of  as  follows :  The 
sum  of  $100,000  to  be  invested  in  safe  stocks,  and  the  increase 
thereof  was  to  be  paid  to  said  Indians  annually  at  their  new 
homes,  and  the  sum  of  $102,000  was  to  be  paid  to  the  owners 
of  the  improvements  on  said  lands,  according  to  an  apprais- 
ment  to  be  made,  on  said  Indians  severally  relinquishing 
their  respective  possessions  to  said  Ogden  and  Fellows. 
Article  14  of  said  treaty  related  to  the  Tuscarora  nation,  and 
by  it  said  nation  agreed  to  accept  the  country  set  apart  for 
them  in  the  Indian  Territory  and  to  remove  there  within  five 
years  and  continue  to  reside  there.  It  is  recited  lliat  at  the 
making  of  that  treaty,  Ogden  and  Fellows  had  purchased  all 
the  right,  title  and  claim  of  said  nation  in  and  to  the  lands 
mentioned  in  the  deed  annexed.  That  the  consideration  of 
said  lands  had  been  secured  by  said  Ogden  and  Fellows 
to  their  satisfaction,  therefore  the  United  States  assented  to 
said  sale  and  conveyance  and  sanctioned  the  same. 

It  is  difficult  to  perceive  from  these  references  to  the 
provisions  of  these  treaties — ^and  they  are  all,  which  relate  to 
said  nation  of  Indians,  or  the  lands  sold  and  conveyed  by 
them  to  said  Ogden  and  Fellows  —  any  grounds  for  the 
claims  and  equities  set  up  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer 
against  the  United  States.  It  is  very  dear  that  the  United 
States  made  no  agreement  whatever  with  Ogden  and  Fel- 
lows, or  with  the  defendant,  or  that  by  reason  of  anything 
contained  in  those  treaties  that  government  owed  to 
them,  or  either  of  them,  any  duty  whatever..  If  there  has 
been  any  breach  of  duty,  or  violation  of  contract  on  the  part 
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of  the  United  States,  it  has  been  with  these  tribes  of  Indians, 
and  not  with  Ogden  and  Fellows,  or  with  their  associates. 
A  reference  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  treaty  of 
1842  was  negotiated,  and  to  its  provisions,  will  fiimish  as 
little  color  for  the  claims  set  up  by  the  defendant.  This 
treaty  is  between  the  XJnit^  States  of  America  and  the 
Seneca  nation  of  Indians,  and  was  made  on  the  20th  day  of 
May,  1842,  and  approved  and  proclaimed  by  the  president 
on  the  26th  day  of  August,  1842.  It  recites  the  making  of 
the  treaty  of  1838,  proclaimed  to  have  been  duly  ratified  on 
the  4th  of  April,  1840,  and  that  on  the  date  of  that  treaty. 
May  20, 1842,  an  indenture  had  been  made  and  executed  by 
and  between  the  Seneca  nation  and  said  Ogden  and  Fellows, 
in  the  presence  of  and  with  the  approbation  of  a  commis- 
sioner on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  and  in  the  presence 
of  and  with  the  approbation  of  a  commissioner  on  the  part  of 
the  State  of  Massachusetts;  which  indenture  is  set  forth 
in  full,  and  recites  the  indenture  between  the  same  parties 
of  January  15, 1838 ;  and  that  divers  questions  had  arisen 
between  the  chiefs  of  said  nation  and  said  Ogden  and  Fel- 
lows; and  that  the  provisions  contained  in  said  indenture 
remain  unexecuted;  and  that  said  parties  have  mutually 
agreed  to  settle,  compromise,  and  finally  terminate  all  such 
questions  and  differences  on  the  terms  and  conditions  therein 
specified ;  among  which  are,  that  the  said  nation,  notwith- 
standing the  indenture  of  January  15, 1838,  might  continue 
in  the  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  whole  of  said  two 
reservations,  the  Cattaraugus  and  the  Allegany,  with  the 
same  right  and  title  in  all  things  which  they  had  imme- 
diately preceding  its  execution.  In  consideration  whereof 
and  of  the  agreements  therein  contained,  the  said  nation 
released  and  confirmed  unto  said  Ogden  and  Fellows  the 
said  Buffalo  and  Tonawanda  reservations.  The  indenture 
contained  other  provisions  not  necessary  particularly  to  men- 
tion, except  those  of  article  fifth,  which  were,  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  two  reservations  thereby  confirmed  to  Ogden 
and  Fellows,  were  to  be  suirendered  and  delivered  up  to 
them,  as  follows :  the  unimproved  lands  within  one  month 
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after  the  filing  of  the  report  of  arbitrators,  as  provided  for 
therein,  and  the  improved  lands  within  two  years  after  the 
said  report  shonld  have  been  filed.  The  seventh  article  pro* 
vided,  that  that  indenture  should  be  in  lieu  of  and  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  that  of  January  15, 1838. 

The  United  States,  taking  into  consideration  the  premises, 
stipulated  and  agreed  with  the  said  Seneca  nation :  1.  That 
the  United  States  consented  to  the  several  articles  and  stipu- 
lations contained  in  said  indenture  between  said  nation  and 
said  XDgden  and  Fellows ;  2.  The  United  States  further 
consented  and  agreed,  that  any  number  of  said  nation  who 
should  remove  from  the  State  of  New  York,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  treaty  of  April  4,  1840,  should  be  entitled,  in 
proportion  to  their  relative  numbers,  to  all  the  benefits  of 
said  treaty;  3.  The  United  States  further  consented  and 
agreed,  that  the  10th  article  of  said  last  mentioned  treaty 
should  be  deemed  to  be  modified  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  said  indenture  of  May  20th,  1842,  so  far  as 
that  the  United  States  would  receive  and  pay  the  sum  stipu- 
lated to  be  paid  as  the  consideration  money  of  the  improve- 
ments therein  specified,  and  would  receive,  hold  and  apply 
the  sum  to  be  paid,  and  the  securities  to  be  given  for  the 
lands  therein  mentioned,  as  provided  for  in  such  indenture. 

These  are  all  the  stipulations,  agreements  or  undertakings 
contained  in  said  treaty,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States, 
or  aflFecting  that  government.  It  is  seen  that  they  are  made 
only  with  the  Indians,  and  that  they  are  the  only  parties 
thereto.  The  provisions  fall  far  short  of  establishing  the 
propositions  contained  in  the  defendant's  answer,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  duty  of  the  United  States  to  remove  said  Indians, 
to  give  the  possession  of  their  lands  to  the  defendant  and  his 
associates,  or  that  thereby  the  United  States  guaranteed 
such  possession  to  the  defendant.  As  these  treaties  are  referred 
to  and  made  part  of  the  defendant's  answer,  as  the  foun- 
dation of  his  claim  against  the  United  States,  they  have 
received  a  careful  examination  and  dissection  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  what  duties  or  obligations  arise  therefrom,  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States,  to  the  defendant.    It  is  diffi- 
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calt  to  perceive  what  obligationB  the  United  States  incurred 
by  these  treaties,  for  the  violation  of  which  the  defendant 
has  any  claim  for  damages.  As  well  might  that  claim  be 
interposed  by  any  other  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
as  well  might  any  other  debtor  to  that  government,  claim 
that  his  debt  was  discharged,  and  satisfied  by  the  failure  of 
the  United  States  to  fulfill  its  treaty  stipulations  with  the 
Indians.  The  United  States,  therefore,  assumed  no  duty  to 
the  defendant,  in  reference  to  the  removal  of  the  Indians 
from  their  lands,  conveyed  to  Ogden  and  Fellows,  or  to  put 
the  defendant  or  his  associates  into  the  possession  thereof, 
and  consequently  no  claim  for  damages  can  exist  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  against  the  United  States,  for  the  omission 
to  discharge  a  duty  or  obligation  which  never  had  an 
existence. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the  defendant  and  his  associates 
were  greatly  damaged  by  reason  of  their  being  compelled  to 
accede  to  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  1842.  That  treaty  was 
made  by  the  United  States  with  the  Sen^a  nation,  and  when 
duly  ratified  and  proclaimed,  became  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  binding  upon  the  defendant  and  all  other  citizens. 
But  it  is  manifest  that  it  is  not  the  terms  of  the  treaty 
of  1S42,  that  the  defendant  complains,  but  of  the  provisions 
of  the  indenture  made  by  and  between  Ogden  and  Fellows 
and  the  Seneca  nation,  to  which  the  United  States  assented 
by  that  treaty.  The  TTnited  States  were  not  parties  to 
that  indenture,  and  assumed  no  obligation  in  reference 
to  it,  to  the  defendant.  It  was  an  arrangement  between  the 
defendant  and  his  associates  represented  by  Ogden  and  Fel- 
lows, and  the  Indians  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  they  would 
not  have  entered  into  it  if  thcfy  had  not  deemed  it  for  their 
interest  so  to  do.  The  recitals  declare  the  reasons  why  it 
was  made,  that  questions  and  dijBTerences  had  arisen  between 
the  Indians  and  Ogden  and  Fellows,  in  relation  to  the  inden- 
ture of  Januaiy  15, 1888,  not  to  any  differences  which  had 
arisen  between  either  of  the  parties  thereto  and  the  United 
States.  It  also  recited  that  the  provisions  of  said  indenture, 
remained  unexecuted.    We  have  seen  that  the  only  parties 
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thereto  were  the  Indians,  and  the  said  Ogden  and  Fellows, 
and  thisreeital  is  to  be  nnderstood  that  the  same  remained 
nnexeeated  by  them.  Bnt  what  is  conclnsiye  upon  the  tenns 
here  set  up  by  this  defendant,  is  that  said  indentnre  dedares 
that  the  parties  thereto  have  mntnally  agreed  to  settle,  eomi- 
promise  and  finally  terminate  all  such  questions  and  differ 
ences  on  the  terms  and  conditions  thereinaft^  specified. 
Now  this  compromise  was  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  thereto,  unless  impeached  for  fimid  or  mistake.  Even 
if  the  United  States  had  been  a  party  thereto,  they  could 
have  set  up  its  finality  as  it  is  not  impeached  fer  the  rea- 
sons suggested.  It  has  been  performed,  on  the  part  of  the 
Indian  nations,  by  the  surrender  of  the  two  reservations,  the 
possession  of  which  it  was  agreed  thereby  should  be  given  to 
Ogden  and  Fellows,  and  all  claim  for  damages,  if  any,  existed 
against  the  Indians  for  not  surrendering  the  possession  of  the 
reservations,  as  it  is  claimed  they  were  bound  to  do  under  the 
indenture  of  January  16, 1838,  must  be  deemed  to  be  settled 
and  compromised  by  the  new  agreement  made  in  1842. 

It  remains  to  be  considered,  what  equities,  if  any,  does  the 
defendant  present,  arising  out  of  the  treaty  of  1842.  That 
treaty  ratified  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  the  inden- 
ture made  between  the  Indians  and  Ogden  and  Fellows  of 
May  20th,  1842.  It  provided  for  a  valuation  by  appraises 
of  the  improvements  which  had  been  made  by  the  Indians 
upon  the  lands  of  the  two  reservations,  the  possession  oi 
whidi  it  was  thereby  agreed  should  be  surrendered,  and  for 
the  payment  of  the  amount  awarded  by  the  appraisers  to  the 
secretary  of  war,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians.  This  award 
was  made  and  the  money  paid  in  1844.  Still  the  Indians  did 
not  remove  from  the  Bufelo  Oreek  reservations  until  the  year 
1846,  and  had  not  removed  fix)m  the  Ton  awanda  reservation, 
as  they  had  agreed  to  do,  by  the  terms  of  the  indenture  of 
1842 ;  and  the  defendant  claims  tJiat  the  United  States  did  not 
execute  that  treaty,  and  remove  the  Indians.  We  have 
already  adverted  to  this  claim,  and  shown  how  untenable  it 
is.  In  1844, 1845,  and  1846  the  pre-emption  owners  them- 
selves, induced  the  Indians  to  remove  from  the  lands  of  the 
23 
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BuflEalo  Creek  reservation,  and  obtained  the  possession  of  it. 
The  lands,  or  interest  of  the  defendant  therein,  thns  became 
marketable,  and  were  accordingly  sold,  from  time  to  time, 
by  the  tmstees,  or  Mr.  Fellows  the  survivor.  The  share  of 
the  defendant,  in  this  and  the  other  reservations,  was  subject 
to  other  liens,  prior  to  that  created  by  the  mortgage  to  Mr. 
Butler,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  his  interest  in  the 
lands  of  the  Buffalo  reservation  were  entirely  exhausted  in 
the  discharge  of  these  liens.  The  mortgage,  therefore, 
remained  a  lien  on  his  interest  in  the  lands  of  the  other  reser- 
vations. The  defendant,  during  the  years  1845,  1846  and 
1847,  was  making  payments  upon  his  bond  and  mortgage. 
He  had  paid,  in  all,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  which 
was  applied  in  discharge  of  the  payment  of  the  principal  and 
interest  due  thereon.  In  1855  the  defendant  was  desirous 
of  procuring  a  discharge  of  said  mortgage,  thereby  releasing 
not  only  his  interest  in  the  lands  of  the  Buffalo  reservation, 
but  in  those  of  the  other  four  reservations,  and  applied  to 
the  government  to  make  some  arrangement  for  that  purpose. 
He  then  proposed  to  give  his  bond  and  a  mortgage  upon 
>ther  lands  of  his  in  the  county  of  Dutchess  for  the  balance 
then  due  on  said  mortgage,  and  which  he  admitted  was,  on 
the  1st  of  March,  1855,  the  sum  of  $7,446.04.  Upon  that 
application  the  arrangement  was  made  by  which  the  mort- 
gage then  held  by  Mr.  Butler  was  canceled,  and  the  present 
mortgage  accepted  as  a  substitute  therefor.  Since  its  execu- 
tion the  defendant  has  made  payments  thereon  already 
adverted  to.  One  of  the  equities  insisted  upon  by  the 
defendant  is,  that  the  failure  of  the  government  to  put 
the  defendant  in  the  possesion  of  the  lands  of  the  Indian 
reservations  has  deprived  him  of  the  means  of  paying  the 
interest  on  said  lands,  and  this  equity  is  connected  with  or 
arises  from  the  allegation  of  the  answer,  that  such  lands  were 
specifically  assigned  for  the  payment  of  such  interest.  It  is 
only  necessary  to  say  that  it  is  impossible  to  discover  from 
the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer,  any  grounds  for  such  a 
position.  It  is  doubtless  true,  as  the  defendant  alleges,  that 
the  mortgage  was  executed  upon  the  express  understanding 
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and  assmnption  on  hisjpart,  that  the  mortgage  debt  thereby 
secured  should  be  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  lands  thereby 
assigned  and  released  nnder  said  treaty.  It  is  not  pretended 
that  there  is  any  other  foundation  for  this  assumption  than 
is  found  in  the  fact  that  said  lands  were  mortgaged  by  the 
defendant  to  the  United  States  to  secure  his  indebtedness. 
It  was  an  understanding  and  assumption  on  his  part  only, 
and  it  is  not  claimed  that  it  was  so  understood  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States,  unless  the  use  of  the  word  "  expects" 
was  intended  to  convey  that  meaning.  That  it  does  not,  has 
been  shown,  when  the  force  of  that  word,  as  used  here,  was 
commented  on  in  another  connection.  But  by  the  terms  of 
the  indenture  of  1842,  assented  to  by  the  United  States,  the 
possession  of  two  of  the  reservations  covered  by  said  mort- 
gage, was  released  to  the  Indians,  and  in  1846  the  possession 
of  the  Buffalo  Creek  reservation  was  fully  obtained  by 
the  defendant  and  his  associates.  The  United  States,  by  the 
arrangement  of  1855,  fully  discharged  all  the  Indian  lands 
£rom  the  Uen  of  said  mortgate,  at  which  time  the  defendant 
conceded  that  there  was  a  balance  due  to  them.  It  is  no 
fault  of  the  United  States  if  the  defendant  has  not  since 
then  had  the  full  enjoyment  of  what  they  then  released  to 
him.  The  defendant  has  thus  had  the  benefit  and  enjoyment 
of  the  lands  mortgaged,  and  not  the  mortgagee.  There  is 
no  equity  therefore  in  the  claim  that  interest  should  not 
accrue  upon  the  mortgaged  debt. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  amount  contributed  by  the 
defendant,  to  obtain  possession  of  the  Buffalo  Greek  reserva- 
tion, should  be  set  off  or  credited  upon  said  mortgage,  and 
that  defendant  should  also  be  credited  with  his  proportion  of 
the  interest  on  the  amount  paid  by  him  to  the  secretary 
of  war,  under  the  award,  made  pursuant  to  the  indenture  of 
1842,  to  pay  for  the  Indian  improvements. 

The  first  of  these  claims  has  been  already  disposed  of,  by 
showing  that  the  United  States  were  under  no  obligation  to 
the  defendant  by  way  of  contract,  or  otherwise,  to  remove  the 
Indians  from  their  lands  and  put  the  defendant  in  possession 
thereof.      K  there  had  been,  then  there  would  have  been 
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force  in  th6  claim  thftt  the  defi^dant  should  be  allowed  the 
amotint  of  money  expended  by  him,  for  doing  what  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  United  States  to  do.  Under  the  facts  stated, 
the  expenditure  incurred  by  the  defendant  must  be  regarded 
as  made  on  his  own  account  and  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
which  the  United  States  is  under  no  obligation,  legal  or 
equitable  to  re-imburse  to  him.  In  reference  to  Ae  second 
claim,  it  is  only  necessary  to  observe  that  llie  nK>neys  paid  to 
the  secretary  of  war,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
indenture  o£  1843,  were  paid  to  him  as  the  trustee  for 
the  respective  Indian  owners  of  the  improvements  thus  com- 
pensated for.  Such  moneys  belonged  to  said  Indians,  and  if 
any  interest  accrued  there<m  while  the  same  was  in  Hie  hands 
t>f  their  trustee,  or  he  was  chargeable  with  any  each  interest, 
it  belonged  to  theowner  of  the  principal,  and  was  to  be  paid 
to  him.  As  was  well  observed  in  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  this  <»se:  ^'  The  defendant  and  his  associates  were 
under  a  strict  legal  obligation  to  pay  this  money,  and  the 
government  derived  no  b^iefit  from  it.  K  any  rights 
aecHie  to  the  defendant,  in  consequence  of  this  payment, 
tb^  must  be  asserted  against  the  Indians,  for  the  transaction 
was  one  between  Aem  «nd  the  white  purchasers  exclusively." 

It  follows  fiom  tiiese  views  and  considerations,  that  tiiere 
is  nothing  set  up  in  the  defendant's  ttoswer  which  presents  a 
legal  or  equitable  definiee  to  the  foreclosing  atid  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  or  which  in  aaiy  way  modifies  or  alters 
the  contract  between  the  parties  thereto.  The  judgments  of 
^&e  fecial  4md  Oeneral  Terms  were,  therofbre,  correct,  and 
ishould  be  affirmed 

All  the  jtidges  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Chables  Sohoof  v.  Gbobge  L.  Glakcs  e6  al.y  Executors  of 
James  Chappell  and  Jpsepli  L.  Chappell. 

It  is  essential  to  the  defense  of  usurj,  that  there  should  be  a  eorrupt  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  the  loan,  that  the  lender  ahaU  have  leoured  tp  him  a 
greater  rate  of  interest  than  that  allowed  by  statute. 

Where  a  note  or  bill  is  made  for  a  larger  amount  than  the  party  discounting  it 
expected  to  advance,  and  it  is  agreed  that  the  paper  shall  be  negotiated  for 
the  security  of  the  amount  advanced  only,  the  tranaaetien  is  not  usurious. 

It  Is  no  rarianoe  to  count  i)pon  the  note  or  bil],  and  to  prove  va  trial  to  rebut 
the  defense  of  usury,  that  only  a  part  of  the  fyf»  of  the  ziote  ia  demanded^ 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  The 
action  was  upon  a  promissory  note  by  an  indorsee  against 
the  maker  and  indorser.  It  was  made  by  the  defeudant, 
Joseph  L.  Chappell,  to  the  order  of  the  original  defend- 
ant, James  ChappeU,  whose  executors  have  been  made 
defendants  in  his  stead,  and  was  dated  September  29, 1857, 
and  was  for  the  payment  pf  $265  in  two  months  from  date, 
at  a  bank.    The  defense  was  usury. 

It  was  proved  that  it  was  made  and  was  indorsed  by  Jignes 
Chappell  for  the  accommodation  of  Nathan  If.  Chappell,  who 
is  the  broths  of  the  maker  and  the  first  indorger,  and  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  Nathan  to  raise  money  upon  fpr  hi^ 
use.  It  was  first  negotiated  to  James  Bay  and  Amos  Bay, 
under  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  as  indorsee,  They  advwceid 
to  Nathan  L.  Chappell,  in  a  few  days  after  the  date,  the  sum 
of  $260.  The  defendants  claimed  that  the  differeuoe  betweeu 
this  sum  and  the  amount  of  the  note — $15— ww  an  usurious 
premium.  Nathan  L.  Chappell  testified,  as  a  witness  for  the 
defendants,  that  he  sold  the  note  to  the  Bays  for  $250, 
the  business  being  transacted  between  him  and  James  Bay ; 
ind  he  denied  any  recollection  of  any  other  amount.  James 
Bay  wafi  examined  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  testified, 
in  substanee,  that  the  maker  and  first  indorse?  resided  at 
Eochester,  and  that  he  and  Amos  Bay,  and  also  Nathan  L. 
Chappell,  resided  at,  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Buffalo ; 
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that  a  few  days  after  the  date  of  the  note  N".  L.  Chappell 
<»ame  to  him,  bringing  it  with  him,  and  said  that  his  brother, 
flames,  the  first  indorser,  had  written  him  to  come  and  see 
him,  the  witness,  and  stated  that  it  would  be  a  great  accom- 
modation to  him,  James  Chappell,  if  the  witness  would  let 
him  have  some  money;  that  the  witness  replied  that  he 
wonld  be  glad  to  accommodate  said  James ;  that  said  James 
held  a  mortgage  against  him  for  $6,000,  upon  which  an 
installment  of  $1,800  would  be  payable  the  ensuing  spring, 
and  expressed  some  apprehension  that  he  should  not  be  able 
to  pay  it ;  that  said  iN'athan  remarked  Jbhat  his  said  brother 
thought  that  the  witness  might  be  laying  up  money  to  meet 
his  spring  payment,  with  which  he  could  accommodate  him, 
said  Nathan ;  that  the  witness  inquired  how  much  money  said 
Nathan  wanted  to  get,  to  which  the  brother  replied,  after 
making  figures  with  a  pencil,  that  he  could  get  along  with 
$250,  but  must  have  that  sum  ;  that  his  brother,  said  James, 
would  show  him  no  mercy  as  a  creditor  if  he  thought  he 
could  accommodate  him,  said  Nathan,  and  would  not  do  it, 
but  if  he  did  accommodate  him  he  would  be  very  indulgent. 
The  witness  stated  that  the  conversation  was  continued  the 
next  day,  when  he  inquired  of  said  Nathan  why  he  did  not 
bring  an  order  for  the  money  from  said  James,  to  which  he 
replied  that  he  did  not  know  whether  he  had  the  money ; 
that  the  note  would  stand  as  good  as  an  order,  and  that  the 
$15,  which  the  note  exceeded  the  $250,  could  be  arranged 
the  next  spring,  when  the  witness  would  make  the  payment 
on  the  mortgage ;  that  the  witness  thereupon  let  him  have 
the  $250  and  took  from  him  the  note,  he  indorsing  it.  The 
witness  could  not  state  that  said  Nathan  said  in  terms  that 
the  money  advanced  would  be  allowed  on  the  mortgage,  but 
that  such  was  the  substance  of  the  conversation  as  he  under- 
stood it.  The  witness  positively  denied  that  he  was  to  have 
the  $15  for  advancing  the  money.  He  said  he  did  not  buy  the 
note,  but  took  it  by  way  of  voucher  for  the  amount  advanced. 
The  aforesaid  evidence  of  James  JJay  was  received  against 
the  objection  of  the  defendants,  who  excepted  to  the  ruling. 
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The  defendants  clainied  to  have  the  jury  inBtmcted  to 
render  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  and  excepted  to  the 
ruling  by  which  that  instruction  was  refused. 

The  judge  charged  that  the  note  first  had  an  inception 
when  negotiated  by  Nathan  L.  ChappeJl,  and  if  it  was  sold 
or  discounted  at  a  discount  of  $15,  it  was  usurious.  But  he 
further  charged  that  "  if  they  found  from  the  evidence  that 
the  arrangement  between  Ohappell  and  Eay  was  that  Ray 
should  discount  the  note  in  part,  and  to  the  extent  of  $250, 
by  advancing  that  amount  upon  it,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  note  should  be  held  for  that  sum  and  interest  thereon 
only,  and  should  be  allowed  on  the  mortgage  in  the  spring 
at  $250  and  interest  thereon  only,  without  any  benefit  or 
interest  in  Eay  in  the  excess  beyond  that  sum,  the  transaction 
would  be  a  valid  one,  and  in  l^al  effect  it  would  be  the  same 
as  if  the  note  had  been  reduced  by  indorsement  to  $250  and 
interest,  and  then  transferred  for  that  sum,  and  in  such  case 
the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  to  the  amount  of 
$250  and  interest  thereon."  The  defendants'  counsel  objected 
to  this  instruction,  claiming  that  there  was  no  evidence  on 
which  to  base  it  and  that  it  suggested  an  unauthorized 
departure  from  the  case  made  by  the.  complaint,  which 
counted  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  note,  and  not  for  an 
advance  of  a  portion  of  that  sum. 

The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff  for  $250  and  interest ; 
and  the  judgment  was  afltooied  at  a  General  Term.  The 
defendants  thereupon  appealed  here. 

The  case  was  submitted  here  on  printed  arguments. 

George  F.  Dcmforth^  for  the  appellants. 
John  C.  Si/tong^  for  the  respondent. 

Denio,  Ch.,  J.  It  is  essential  to  the  defense  of  usury  that 
there  should  have  been  a  corrupt  agreement  between  the 
parties  to  the  loan,  that  the  lender  should  have  secured  to 
him  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  that  allowed  by  the  statute. 
It  is  not  of  course  necessary  that  such  an  agreement  should 
be  expressed  in  terms.     If  such  is  the  effect  of  the  transaction 
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into  whijob  the  parties  enter,  it  is  eat  mnrious  contract.  If  IS. 
L.  CSiftppdil,  ifi  the  eaee  before  w,  Iiad  negotiated  tiie  note,  on 
which  the  action  ts  brought,  4o  the  Says  for  an  amount  less 
than  its  amounlt  "with  Iqgal  interest,  wiliiont  anything  to  qualify 
the  transaction,  the  di&rence  betrveea  the  money  payable  by 
its  terms,  and  the  sumadvaboed  by  the  purchaeer,  would  hays 
been  an  usnrioiiB  premimn,  beeamse  there  would  have  be<»i 
nothing  else  to  which  itbe  exoess  eotild  hare  been  referred.  But 
if  Ohappell,  having  the  note  in  his  possession,  with  authority  to 
negotiate  it  in  a  lawM  way,  had  negotiated  for  a  sum  less 
than  its  aunoumit,  taking  from  the  lenders  an  explicit  agree* 
ment  that  they  were  ifeot  to  hold  it  or  daim,  or  collect,  by 
means  of  it,  a  larg^  amount  than  that  which  they  had 
adi^anced  with  lawM  interest,  there  would  have  been  no 
U0iury  in  the  transaction,  Ibr  the  reason  Hiat  there  would 
have  been  Hko  corrupt  agreement.  It  is  quite  usual  for 
notes  aiiid  toKNtgages  to  be  drawn,  dated  and  executed 
prepffiratoty  to  a  loan,  and  providing  for  the  payment  of 
inteiie^  ftom  their  date,  and  afbsrward  made  iterative 
by  delivery  and  liie  advancing  the  amount  of  the  prinei- 
psd  etmi  mentlofned  in  them.  In  sueh  eases  an  amount 
wouM,  primajkde,  be  secured  to  the  lender  greater  than  the 
tmm  leaned  tmA  the  legal  interest,  and  thesecurities  would  be 
liable  to  the  charge  of  usury ;  but  if  it  could  be  shown  that  such 
was  not  the  intentiion,  but,^ontbeeontrary  that  it  had  been 
t^resdy  agreed  between  liie  parties,  that  interest  should  be 
payable  only  from  the  time  t^  monep^  was  advanced,  the 
defense  ^tnmy  would  be  repelled.  It  very  frequently  hap- 
pens that  notes  and  bills  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  being 
discounted,  are  made  for  a  larger  amount  tiian  liie  bank  or 
other  party  which  is  expected  to  be  the  lender  is  willing 
to  advance.  If  in  such  case,  it  be  agreed  that  only  a  part  of 
tfaeamonnt  efaould  be  lent  and  that  the  paper  sho&ld  be  nego- 
tiated for  the  security  of  that  amount  only,  the  transaction  is 
mot  usurious.  The  oonTenience  and  safety  of  the  parties 
would  no  douibt  be  promoted  by  a  written  'Statement  aunexed 
to  the  paper  setting  foith  the  actual  state  of  the  facts ;  and 
this  is  vmderEttood  to  be  a  very  usual  method  in  such  cases. 
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Bnt  whether  the  evidence  existB  in  Buch  an  authentic  form, 
or  is  otherwise  satis&ctorily  established,  it  is  equally  effectual 
to  rebut  the  all^ation  of  ittory.  In  whidiever  way  the 
fact  is  established,  when  satisfactorily  shown  it  e<jpally  dis* 
proves  the  existence  of  a  corrupt  agreem^it  between  the  len- 
der and  the  borrower.  It  is  surely  unnecessary  to  refer  to 
authorities  to  establish  so  plain  a  proposition.  Several  such 
are  recited  in  the  case  of  CbndU  v.  Btdd/wm  (21  K  Y.,  309) ; 
-and  the  principle  is  asserted  or  conceded  both  in  the  princi- 
pal and  dissenting  opinions.  The  doctrine  of  the  necessity 
of  an  actual  corrupt  agreement  in  order  to  predicate  the  vice  of 
usury  was  there  carried  to  an  extent  to  which  all  the  judges 
could  not  agree.  But  the  geneoral  proposition  that  usury 
could  be  repelled  by  showing  the  absence  of  such  a  contract 
met  the  assent  of  all  the  members  of  the  court. 

I  do  not  undetstand  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  to  main- 
tain t^  opposite  of  what  has  thus  far  been  stated.  His  posi- 
tion is  that  if  a  note  could  be  negotiated  for  a  less  amount 
than  the  sum  stated  in  it,  the  arrangement  would  be  a  sub- 
stituted agreement,  and  would  require  to  be  stated  specially 
in  the  complaint.  The  complaint  in  this  case  takes  no  notice 
of  the  circumstance  that  the  pap^  was  held  for  less  than  the 
amottnt  expressed  in  it,  but  is  in  the  usual  form  adopted 
when  the  whole  amount  is  sought  to  be  recovered;  and 
henoe  it  is  argued  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  been 
permitted  to  answer  the  allegation  of  usury  by  proof  of  the 
special  <nrcumBtance8  of  the  case ;  that  in  the  absence  of  such 
proof  the  evidence  of  usury  would  be  complete;  and  that 
upon  such  evidence  being  given,  the  plaintiflfe'  case  was  fatally 
variant  from  the  one  stated  in  the  complaint.  These  objec- 
tions are  not  in  my  opinion  sound,  though  it  may  be  admitted 
that  they  are  specious.  The  note  on  its  face  contains  r)0 
feature  of  which  usury  could  be  predicated.  That  wna 
attempted  to  be  made  out  by  the  parol  evidence.  There  is 
nothing  respecting  interest,  whether  lawful  or  excessive,  in  it. 
The  d^ndants  made  out  by  parol  a  prima  fade  case  of 
usury  ;  but  this  was  snliject  to  be  met  and  disproved  by  the 
same  i^des  of  evidence.  As  to  the  all^d  variance,  I  do 
24 
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not  think  the  case  conld  have  presented  any  difficulty  nnder 
the  former  more  strict  system  of  pleading.  The  contract 
set  up  in  the  complaint,  and  the  one  established  by  the  evi- 
dence are  identicsJ.  It  is  a  promissory  note,  having  a  certain 
person  as  maker  and  certain  others  as  indorsers,  which  was 
counted  upon  and  which  was  proved  by  the  evidence. 
Simply  there  was  a  circumstance  brought  out  on  the  trial 
which  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  whole  sum  of  $265,  but  only  $250  and  the  interest,  ex- 
cept on  the  question  of  usury,  it  would  have  been  for  the 
interest  of  the  defendants  and  it  would  have  been  their  right 
to  have  themselves  proved  that  circumstance,  to  reduce  the 
recovery.  It  would  not  have  established  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  holder  of  the  note,  but  only  that  he  held  it  under 
such  circumstances  that  he  could  not  recover  the  whole 
amount  but  only  so  much  as  had  been  advanced  when  the 
note  was  first  negotiated.  But  the  defense  of  usury  being  set 
up,  and  supported  by  prima  fade  evidence,  it  became  the 
interest  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  peculiarity  in  the  case, 
namely,  the  partial  want  of  the  consideration  advanced  upon 
its  negotiation,  in  order  to  repel  the  presxraiption  of  usury. 
When  this  was  once  shown,  it  had  the  double  effect  of  estab- 
lishing that  there  was  no  usury  in  the  contract,  and  that  the 
note  could  not  be  lawMly  enforced  for  an  amount  beyond 
that  which  was  advanced  and  the  interest.  The  giving 
of  that  evidence  did  not  have  the  effect  to  substitute  a  parol 
contract  for  the  written  one  contained  in  the  note,  but  to 
establish  a  partial  defense  to  the  written  contract. 

The  case  of  Douglass  v.  WUkinaon  (6  Wend.,  637),  on 
which  some  reliance  is  placed,  cannot  aid  the  defendants. 
The  payee  of  a  note  for  $2,500  indorsed  on  the  back  of  it 
over  his  signature  these  words,  "Mr.  Olcott,  pay  on  within 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,"  and  obtained  that  amount 
of  money  fi*om  the  bank  of  which  Mr.  Olcott  was  the 
cashier.  The  plaintiff  appears  to  have  been  indorsee  of 
the  bank.  The  question  was  whether  the  writing  was  a  legal 
indorsement  and  transfer  of  the  note,  and  it  was  held  that 
it  was  not.    This  was  partly  on  the  ground  that  an  entire 
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contract  could  not  be  divided.  It  was  Bhown,  moreover,  by 
authority,  that  a  bill  could  not  be  indorsed  for  a  part  only  of 
its  contents,  unless  the  residue  had  heen  extmgmshed.  The 
indorsement  in  the  case  before  ns  was  in  the  usual  blank 
form,  and  did  not  purport  to  divide  or  split  up  the  note,  and 
transferred  the  whole  note.  The  balance  of  the  note  beyond 
the  amount  advanced  by  the  Rays  was  effectually  extin- 
guished. The  general  indorsement  transferring,  as  it  did, 
the  whole  contract,  there  was  nothing  remaining  in  the 
payee. 

The  case  came  up  again  after  the  declaration  had  been 
amended  by  setting  out  the  note  as  one  made  for  $750,  and 
indorsed  by  the  defendant,  the  payee,  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
facts  were  that  the  defendant,  who  indorsed  for  accommo- 
dation, had  declined  to  indorse  for  the  whole  $2,500,  and 
therefore  indorsed  specially,  as  has  been  mentioned,  and  it 
was  discounted  for  the  $750.  The  plaintiff  was  permitted 
to  recover  that  amount  upon  that  state  of  facts,  and  the 
recovery  was  sustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  by  the 
Court  for  the  Correction  of  Errors.  (17  Wend.,  431 ;  22  id.,  559,) 
A  remark  of  Mr.  Justice  Bbonson,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  recognizes  very  distinctly  the  correct- 
ness  of  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  present  case.  He 
says :  "  It  is  not  unusual,  I  believe,  to  discount  accommoda- 
tion paper  for  a  less  sum  than  the  nominal  amount ;  and  I 
am  not  aware  that  the  right  of  a  holder  to  treat  it  as  a  valid 
security  against  aU  the  parties  for  the  amount  at  which  it 
was  discounted  has^ver  been  questioned.  I  do  not  speak  of 
a  usurious  discount,  but  of  a  transaction  like  the  present  one, 
where  the  note  was  received  by  the  bank  in  the  same  maimer 
as  though  it  had  been  drawn  for  $750,  and  nothing  more 
than  the  legal  discount  was  charged  upon  that  sum." 

The  testimony  of  James  Ray,  though  it  was  to  some  extent 
disputed  by  N.  L*  Chappell,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  to 
the  jury.  He  said  positively  that  the  understanding  was 
not  that  the  Eays  were  to  hold  the  note  for  the  whole 
amount,  so  as  to  realize  the  $15  difference,  but  only  for  the 
amount  which  he  and  the  other  Ray  advanced. 
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I  am  satisiSed  that  Uie  Supreme  Oonrt  waa  right,  and  that 
the  appeal  waa  without  Bubstautial  merits,  and  am  for  affirm* 
big  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

HooEBooM,  J.  1.  The  suit  Ib  on  a  note  for  $265,  dated 
September  29th,  1857,  at  two  months,  drawn  by  Job.  L. 
Ohappell,  and  indorBed  by  James  and  Kathan  Chappell. 
TliiB  note  was  duly  proved  and  protested,  and  plaintiff 
rested. 

2.  The  defense  was  that  it  was  an  accommodation  note, 
signed  by  Joseph  and  indorsed  by  James  for  the  brother 
Nathan  to  raise  money  on,  and  that  he  procured  it  to  be  dis- 
counted by  one  James  Kay  (against  whom  James  Chappell 
hq^d  a  mortgage),  at  a  usurious  rate,  to  wit,  for  a  premium  of 
$15,  when  the  note  had  less  than  two  months  to  run.  This 
defense  was  in  substance  proved  by  Nathan  Chappell. 

3.  The  plaintiff  undertook  to  answer  this  defense  by  James 
Bay  by  proving  that  he  did  not  discount  the  note  for 
usury,  nor  take  or  reserve  $15  out  of  tiie  amount,  but  dis- 
counted  it  for  $250,  which  he  advanced  and  paid  to  Chap- 
pell, imd  held  it,  and  was  to  hold  it  for  that  amount  only 
expecting  to.  apply  it  as  so  much  toward  the  mortgage  he 
owed  the  Chappells.  This  testimony  was  not  objected  to,  on 
the  ground  that  it  differed  from  the  pleadings. 

4.  The  judge  charged  that  if  the  transaction  was  a  loan 
of  $250  for  that  amount  of  money  advanced,  and  the  note 
was  not  to  be  held  for  any  laiger  amount,  and  such  was  the 
understanding  of  the  parties,  the  transaction  was  lawfiil,  and 
the  plaintiff  could  recover  as  upon  a  loan  for  that  amount. 

This  charge  was  excepted  to,  first,  as  not  being  within  the 
range  of  the  fiict ;  and  second,  as  the  action  was  brought  upon 
the  note  as  an  entire  contract  to  recover  the  whole  amount, 
and  not  a  portion  of  the  note,  but  not  specifically  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  within  the  issue  of  the  pleadings. 

5.  I  think  the  charge  was  correct,  and  was  unexception* 
able  in  point  of  law.  There  were  also  sufficient  facts  in  the 
testimony  of  James  Ray  to  jusitify  its  being  submitted  to  the 
jury  in  that  aspect  of  the  case. 
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The  defendant,  it  is  true,  objected  that  the  note  was  for  a 
larger  amount^  and  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  the 
whole,  but  that  is  not  precisely  the  objection  of  yariance.  If 
it  was,  the  judge  would  have^had  a  right,  I  think,  to  conform 
the  pleading  to  the  facts  proved,  to  disregard  the  variance, 
and  to  treat  the  pleadings  as  amended.  That  was  a  matter 
of  discretion,  and  if  he  had  in  terms  exercised  such  a  power, 
I  think  its  correction  would  have  been  beyond  our  reach. 

It  was  still  a  note  for  $265  on  its  &oe,  which  Bay  dis- 
counted, and  it  remained  so,  though  the  whole  amount  was 
not  discounted  upon  it.  It  was  th(U  note  which  Bay  dis- 
counted. When  he  received  it  there  was  not  so  mudi  due 
upon  it,  and  he  discounted  it  for  the  lesser  sum.  The  plain- 
tiff erred  in  the  amount  he  claimed  to  be  due,  but  that  is  not 
material. 

6.  The  judgment  should  be  afl9rmed. 

All  the  jukdges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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William  Hekbigk  et  al.j  Executors,  etc.,  v.  Isaao  Ames  et  al. 

Defendants  cannot  claim  the  opening  of  an  alleged  settlement  on  the  ground  ot 
a  mistakOi  without  establishing  afiOrmatively  the  existence  of  such  mistake. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  The  defendants  purchafied  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiffs'  testator  according  to  an  inventory.  Errors  are 
found  in  the  additions,  extensions  and  footings  in  that  inven- 
tory, by  which  the  value  of  the  goods  was  made  to  appear 
less  by  $2,478.68  than  the  inventory,  if  the  items  had  been 
correctly  entered  and  accurately  footed,  would  have  shown 
them.  It  is  not  denied  but  that  this  furnished  a  sufficient 
reason  for  opening  the  account,  nor  but  that  the  settlement 
should  be  corrected  accordingly  and  the  plaintiffs  be  allowed 
in  this  action  what  was  lost  by  means  of  the  errors. 

But  the  defendants  contend  that  there  was  an  error  against 
them  in  entering  the  price  of  the  goods  without  deduction  in 
the  accounts.  About  the  time  the  inventory  was  completed, 
and  before  the  transfer  of  the  goods,  a  fire  occurred  in  the 
store  in  which  they  were  kept,  by  which  they  were  dam* 
aged;  and  for  this  loss  the  plaintiffs  received  $12,898.23 
from  certain  insurance  companies  which  had  issued  policies 
thereon.  The  defendants  paid  oi^  accounted  for  the  goods 
according  to  the  inventory,  and  they  were  entitled  to  the 
indemnity  which  the  insurance  companies  had  paid  on  such 
of  them  as  had  been  burned.  It  appears  by  the  evidence 
that  the  subject  of  accounting  for  these  moneys  had  been  dis- 
cussed by  the  parties,  and  that  the  plaintiffs'  testator  claimed 
that  the  real  loss  of  the  goods  was  only  about  three  thousand 
dollars.  Whether  this  estimate  was  assented  to  by  the 
defendants  does  not  appear.  The  main  point  is  whether 
anything  on  that  account  was  allowed  to  the  defendants.  In 
order  to  enable  the  defendants  to  establish  a  claim  on  that 
account  it  must  appear  that,  by  some  mistake,  the  proper 
allowance— whether  $4,000  or  $12,898.23— was  omitted  to 
be  made.  The  evidence  was  by  no  means  satisfactory. 
From  the  lapse  of  time  and  the  ignorance  of  the  witnesses. 
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the  meaning  of  certain  entries  in  the  books  could  not  be 
ascertained.  The  findings  of  the  referee  are  equally  unsatis- 
factory; he  does  not  find  distinctly  whether  an  allowance 
for  the  insurance  moneys  was  made  or  not,  but  we  infer  that 
it  was  either  made  or  waived.  He  makes  various  extracts 
from  the  evidence,  and  concludes  by  saying  that  there  is 
no  express  evidence  of  such  allowance,  or  that  an  allowance 
on  that  account  was  waived  ;  but  he  adds,  "  I  find,  as  matter 
of  law,  that  the  evidence  herein  detailed  is  sufiicient  to  sus- 
tain such  inference  of  fact  as  above  stated."  The  meaning 
of  this  is  not  clear  to  my  mind.  All  that  can  be  certainly 
said  is,  that  the  referee  was  unable  to  find  that  a  mistake 
occurred  in  omitting  to  credit  the  insurance  moneys.  His 
opinion  is  evidently  to  the  contrary  of  that. 

]^ow,  this  question  is  to  be  determined  as  though  the 
defendants  were  claiming  to  open  the  pretended  settlement 
upon  an  allegation  of  mistake  in  omitting  an  allowance  for 
the  insurance  moneys.  To  do  this  it  was  essential  that  they 
should  have  procured  a  finding  which  should  affirm  the  fact 
of  such  a  mistake ;  or,  failing  in  that,  he  should  have  been 
able  to  convince  the  General  Term — ^which  alone  could 
receive  the  report  upon  the  facts — that  the  referee  ought  to 
have  so  found.  In  that  case  they  would  have  set  aside  the 
report  and  have  ordered  a  new  trial.  As  the  defendants 
were  unable  to  do  either  of  these  things  they  cannot  insist 
upon  reversing  the  judgment  on  that  account ;  it  must  there- 
fore, be  affirmed. 

Ingraham,  J.  The  only  question  submitted  in  this  case 
on  appeal  is  whether  the  new  firm  were  entitled  to  the  credit 
for  moneys  received  by  Jonathan  K.  Herrick  from  the  insur- 
ance company,  for  damage  by  fire  on  the  Slst  December, 
1862.  The  new  partnership  did  not  take  effect  until  18th 
March,  1853.  The  inventory  of  goods  was  taken  in  Decem- 
ber, 1852,  but  whether  completed  or  not  before  January,  1853, 
does  not  appear.  Sales  however  were  made  down  to  March, 
1853,  and  new  purchases  were  made  during  the  same  period. 
In  March,  1863,  the  stock  was  charged  to  the  new  firm,  but 
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not  at  the  amoimt  of  the  old  inTentoiy.  A  portion  of  the 
amoimt  allowed  to  the  new  firm  waB  $4,000  for  the  damage 
to  the  stock.  All  these  facta  were  known  to  the  parties  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  referee 
was  fallj  authorized  to  find  that  the  parties  took  these 
matters  into  consideration  on  their  settlement,  and  that 
whatever  allowance  was  made  on  accoont  of  the  insurance 
was  agreed  to  by  the  parties.  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  sup- 
pose that  the  Inventoiy,  as  made  in  December,  was  not  the 
basis  of  the  settlement.  The  amount  was  not  the  same,  and 
the  referee  finds  there  were  sales  made  down  to  March,  1853, 
and  new  purchases  of  gooda.  His  inference  that,  by  some 
calculations  between  the  parties,  the  stock  on  hand  in  March, 
1853,  was  valued  at  the  amount  at  which  it  was  charged  to 
the  new  firm  is  waranted  by  the  evidence,  and  disposes 
entirely  of  the  questions  raised  on  tiiis  appeal.  If  the  value 
of  the  stock  in  March  was  asc^ained,  then  the  new  firm 
would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  sold 
or  burned  previous  thereto.  The  referee  finds  there  is  no 
satififaotory  proof  that  $4,000  wm  aDowed  to  the  new  firm  on 
account  of  the  goods  burned.  If  the  proof  was  satisfactory 
to  show  that  it  had  been  allowed  there  might  be  some  reason 
for  the  daam  on  behalf  of  the  new  firm  that  that  firm  had 
an  interest  in  tiie  insurance. 

The  finding  of  the  refinree  on  these  points  rend^s  any 
eacamination  of  the  question  as  to  tiie  power  of  Herriek  to 
deny  the  validity  of  the  claim  against  the  insurance  com- 
pany, whether  he  received  more  than  enough  to  cover  his 
loss  would  be  very  immaterial  in  this  action.  The  defendants 
had  no  interest  in  it.  If  he  received  more  than  he  was 
entitled  to,  the  company  eould  have  recovered  it  fi'om  him 
or  his  represCTitatives ;  but  the  new  firm  clearly  were  not 
entitled  to  it,  if  they  settled  on  the  value  of  the  stock  as  it 
existed  in  March,  1853. 

There  is  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  judgment. 
The  same  should  be  affirmed. 
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Joel  Hall  and  others,  v.  Thk  Onr  of  Buffalo  and  others. 

A  corporation  ooDsists  of  officers  ^^d  agents,  some  of  whom  must  represent  the 
corporate  body  in  such  a  sense,  as  to  render  him  a  proper  party  to  receive 
notice  fbr  and  on  behalf  of  such  corporation :  Per  Dknio,  Oh.  J. 

!nie  oompferoUer  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  is  such  officer,  according  to  the  established 
usage  of  the  city,  to  recelye  notice  of  daimt  upon  •  fund  to  be  paid  upon  a 
contract  between  the.  city  and  a  t^rd  parlrf. 

Where  the  contractor  had  dr&wn  orders  in  fkvor  of  divers  parties  upon  such 
fhnd,  and  had  directed  the  orders  to  the  comptroller  of  the  cit^,  which  orders 
had  been  presented  to  him,  and  by  him  had  been  attached  to  the  contract  of 
the  drawer,  heU  that  the  cMj  had  notice  of  such  obiims,  and  were  liable  to 
the  extent  of  the  funds  in  their  hands  out  pf  which  siud  orders  were  to  have 
been  paid. 

8uch  orders  were  equivalent  to  an  assignment  of  so  much  of  the  Aind  in  the 
treasury  of  the  city,  and  the  city  was  thereby  constituted  trustees  of  the 
parties  interested. 

In  equity,  an  order  given  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  upon  a  third  person  having 
funds  of  the  debtor,  to  pay  the  creditor  out  of  such  funds,  is  a  binding  equit- 
able assignment  of  so  much  of  said  fund. 

This  aotion  was  in  the  natnre  of  a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce 
the  payment  of,  and  to  settle  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
of  the  defendants,  other  than  the  city  of  Buffalo,  to  certain 
moneys  which  it  was  alleged  the  city  corporation  owed  to 
Moses  Baker,  oiie  of  the  defendents,  on  a  contract  between 
him  and  the  city,  for  the  grading  of  certain  pnblio  grounds, 
which  moneys  it  was  alleged  Baker  had  assigned  in  separate 
earns  to  the  several  plainti&,  and  to  some  of  the  defendants 
who  had  declined  to  become  parties  plaintifis  in  this  action. 

The  cade  establiahed  by  the  pleadings  and  prooft,  was  sub- 
stantially as  follows :  In  October,  1849,  Baker  entered  into 
a  contract  with  the  city,  to  fill  np  and  grade  certain  market 
grounds  at  a  certain  price  per  cubic  foot,  to  be  paid  in  orders  on 
the  general  fond  of  the  city.  The  work  had  been  performed,  and 
certain  payments  had  been  made  to  Baker,  and  to  persons 
whom  he  had  authorized  to  receive  portions  of  the  money ; 
and  on  the  first  day  of  June,  1862,  an  adjustment  took  place 
by  which  it'  was  ascertained  that  the  sum  of  $1,008.26, 
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remained  unpaid  on  the  contract.     The  present  controversy 
related  to  this  balance. 

During  the  progress  of  the  work,  and  in-  the  year  1850, 
Baker  drew  four  several  orders  on  Mr.  Cadwallader,  the 
comptroller  of  the  city,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  Edwin  Eose, 
for  different  sums,  making  together  an  amount  somewhat 
larger  than  the  balance  above  mentioned  as  unpaid.  They 
each  contained  a  request  that  the  comptroller  would  pay  to 
the  individuals  named  in  them,  or  order,  the  sums  mentioned 
in  them,  "  in  orders  on  my  contract  in  filling  Elk  street  market 
grounds*  when  the  same  are  drawn."  Another  order  was 
drawn  by  Baker  on  the  comptroller,  in  July,  1850,  for  $1,000, 
in  favor  of  the  defendant,  A.  D.  Patchen,  as  administrator  of 
L.  F.  Tiffany,  upon  which  Patchen  sued  the  city  and  Baker, 
but  the  case  had  not  been  determined  when  the  present 
action  was  tried.  During  the  same  year,  1850,  Kose  drew 
certain  other  orders,  called  in  the  case  sviorders,  on  the 
comptroller  in  favor  of  other  individuals  for  several  amounts, 
maldng  together  a  somewhat  less  amount  than  the  aggregate 
of  the  four  orders.  The  idea  appears  to  have  been,  that  Eose, 
by  virtue  of  the  four  orders  which  Baker  had  drawn  in  his 
favor,  being  entitled  to  receive  the  aggregate  amount  men- 
tioned in  them,  again  transferred  that  amount  to  the  several 
persons  to  whom  the  suborders  were  given.  Some  of  these 
last  mentioned  orders  were  again  assigned ;  and  Eose,  who 
gave  them,  had  purchased  and  taken  up  some  of  them.  The 
plaintiffs,  and  those  of  the  defendants  who  claim  portions  of 
the  money,  were  holders  of  these  drafts  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  action.  The  referee,  before  whom 
the  case  was  tried,  found  that  all  the  orders  were  drawn  for 
valuable  considerations.  They  were  taken  to  the  comptroller 
by  the  several  payees,  and  he  placed  them  on  file,  pinning 
them  to  Baker's  contract  with  the  city.  The  following  is 
contained  in  the  conclusions  of  fact  of  the  referee :  "  It  was 
customary  in  the  comptroller's  oflSce,  when  contracts  for 
work  had  been  made  in  similar  cases,  to  receive  orders  and 
sub-orders,  like  the  ones  in  question ;  and  when  orders  were 
directed  to  be  drawn  by  the  common  council,*  pursuant  to 
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such  contract,  to  deliver  orders  to  the  persons  holding  orders 
therefor,  and  to  divide  the  orders  for  that  pnrpose.*' 

On  the  14th  November,  1861,  Baker  served  on  the  comp- 
troller a  written  notice  to  the  e£Fect  that  he  countermanded 
all  orders  given  by  him  to  said  Rose,  for  orders  on  the  Elk 
street  market  contract,  and  required  the  comptroller  to 
deliver  those  thereafter  to  be  drawn  for  that  work,  only 
to  said  Baker  or  his  authorized  agent. 

Upon  the  ascertainment  of  the  balance  due  on  Baker's 
contract,  in  June,  1852,  the  common  council  passed  a  resolu- 
tion directing  an  order  to  be  drawn  for  that  balance  in  favor 
of  Baker,  upon  the  general  ftmd ;  and  the  city  clerk  accord- 
ingly drew  such  an  order  for  the  $1,003.26,  and  delivered  it 
to  the  city  clerk.  After  this.  Baker  commenced  an  action 
against  the  city  on  the  contract,  and  obtained  judgment  for 
the  above  mentioned  balance,  which  judgment  was  paid 
by  the  city.  None  of  the  persons  holding  any  of  the  orders 
were  made  parties  to  that  action. 

The  referee  decided  that  the  city  of  Buffalo  was  liable  to 
pay  the  aforesaid  balance  with  the  interest  thereon  from  the 
time  of  the  adjustment,  and  he  proceeded  to  distribute 
the  same  among  the  several  holders  of  the  drafts  according 
to  what  he  considered  their  respective  rights  and  interests  in 
the  fund.  It  appearing  that  after  the  whole  balance  was 
applied.  Baker  would  be  indebted  to  Rose,  upon  the  orders, 
in  $269.43,  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Rose  against 
Baker  for  that  sum.  The  plainti&  were  awarded  their  costs 
against  the  city. 

On  an  appeal  taken  by  the*city  corporation  to  the  General 
Term  the  judgment  was  there  afiirmed^  upon  which  the  city 
appealed  here. 

ffX.  CktUmffj  for  the  appellant. 

J3I  C.  Day,  for  the  respondent. 

Dknio,  Oh.  J.  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  common 
council  of  the  city  should  have  declined  the  task  of  settling 
the  rights  of  the  claimants  to  the  moneys  which  Baker  had 
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earned)  and  should  have  preferred  to  cut  the  knot,  which  it 
had  become  difficult  to  untie,  bj  aeting  upon  Bak^'a  revoca.- 
tion  of  the  orders  which  ha  had  giyen,  and  paying  the  money 
directly  to  him.  They  seem  to  have  made  tiiat  eleetion  by 
directing  a  draft  on  liie  treasury,  for  the  balance,  to  be  given 
hinu  It  is  not  apparent  why  the  draft  was  not  paid  without 
a  suit.  If  it  WHS  thought  that  a  judgment  in  his  favor  would 
protect  the  city  against  the  demands  of  the  parties  holding 
the  orders,  it  was  a  mistake.  K  these  parties  had  acquired 
claims  on  the  fimda  which  the  city  was  bound  to  recognize^ 
that  obligation  could  not  be  discharged  by  any  judgment 
resttltmg  from  a  liiigation  to  which  Ihej  were  not  parties. 
The  case  therefore  is  the  same  as  though  they  had  voluntarily 
paid  the  money  to  Baker,  in  total  disregard  of  the  orders 
which  he  had  given. 

The  evidence  i&  quite  satisfEictory  to  charge  the  city  with 
notice  of  the  existence  of  these  orders.  They  were  aetually 
lodged  with  the  comptroller  soon  after  they  were  drawn,  and 
this  was  in  pursuance  of  a  practice  prevailing  in  that  office. 
The  special  duties  of  the  comptroller  are  not  prescribed  by 
the  charts,  further  than  by  declaring  that  any  financial 
power  or  duty  oonfided  to  any  dty  officer  may  be  vested 
exchisively  in  hhn.  (Laws  1848,  p.  120,  §  12.)  This  audior- 
il^,  t<^;ether  with  the  custom  found  by  the  referee,  was  suffi- 
cient, prima  faeiej  to  cast  the  onus  upon  the  dty  of 
showing  by  their  by-laws  that  hie  duties  did  not  embrace  the 
subject  of  the  dty  indebtedness.  A  corporation  consists  of 
officers  and  agents,  some  of  whom  must  represent  the  ocxrpor- 
atebody  in  such  a  sense  as  to  i*end6r  him  a  proper  party  to 
receive  siotdi  a  notice.  Baker's  revocation  of  the  orders  was 
served  upon  the  comptroller,  and  as  the  common  council 
acted  upon  that  revocation,  the  presumption  is  inevitable  that 
the  revocation  came  to  its  knowledge,  and  as  it  pre-sup- 
posed  the  existence  of  orders,  it  was  suffident  at  least  to  put 
it  upon  inquiry.  I  do  not  say  that  what  was  done  by  the 
comptroller  amounted  to  a  contract  with  the  holders  of  the 
orders  in  the  nature  of  an  acceptance  or  an  engagement  to 
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pay  tfaein.  It  wmg  sufficient  to  chai^  tibe  «itj  with  notiee 
of  the  orders  and  of  tlieir  oontents. 

The  question  then  is  whtether  the  orders,  they  having  been 
given  for  value,  amoimted  to  jui  assignment  or  appropriation 
of  portions  of  the  indeMedn«6B  which  was  accruing  in 
Baker's  ft^vor  against  the  city,  to  th^  benefit  respectively. 
I  do  not  suppose  that  any  privity  of  contract  as  established 
b^ween  the  city  and  the  hoiders  of  the  orders.  It  is  suf- 
ficient if  these  hdkkrs,  by  their  transactions  with  Baker  and 
the  notice  to  the  corporation,  had  acquired  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  fond.  1£  that  be  established,  it  followa  that 
the  city,  as  die  holder  of  the  fund,  was  the  tmatee  of  the 
parties  interested  in  it,  and  could  not  equitably  do  anything 
to  prejudice  the  interest  of  these  parties.  That  the  holders 
of  the  orders  had  acquired  0uch  an  interest  aeems  to  me  well 
established  by  authority.  In  Saw  v.  Dawson  (1  Ves.,  Sr., 
331)  it  appeared  that  one  Gibson  had  lent  money  to  parties 
imder  whom  the  defendant  claimed,  and  gave  them  an  ord^ 
on  Swinburne,  the  deputy  of  Horace  Waipole,  who  was  an 
officer  of  the  exchequer,  for  the  payment  out  of  the  moneys 
due  to  him  from  Walpole,  out  of  the  exchequer,  of  £400  to 
one  of  flie  persons,  and  £S00  to  the  other,  ^'  value  received." 
The  q^ojestian  was  whether  the  representatives  of  these  per- 
sons were  entitled  to  a  specific  lien  upon  tiie  moneys  due 
from  the  exchequer  to  the  estate  of  Orbaon,  he  having  become 
a  bankrupt,  and  it  was  held  tiiat  they  were  entitled  to  snoh 
lien.  Lord  Haxdwscei:  said :  ^^  This  draft,  which  amounts  to 
an  assignment,  is  deposited  with  the  officer,  Swinburne,  and 
therefore  is  attadied  immediatdiy  upon  it,  eo  that  Swinburne 
could  not  have  paid  the  money  to  Gibson,  supposing  he  had 
not  been  bankrupt,  without  making  himself  liable  to  the 
defendants,  because  he  would  have  paid  it  with  full  notice 
of  the  assignment  for  a  valuable  consideration.'' 

In  Teaies  v.  Chm^es  (1  Ves.,  St.,  280),  the  ifieida  were  that 
Dawson  owed  Yates  and  Brown  £450,  for  which  they  held  his 
note.  By  an  arrangement  between  Dawson  and  Graves  and 
Dickinson,  the  latter  was  to  purchase  a  dwelling-house  of 
Dawson.     Yates  and  Brown  pressed  Dawson  for  payment  on 
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the  note,  and  he  gave  them  an  order  on  Graves  and  Dickin- 
son for  the  amount  of  the  note  ont  of  the  purchase-money  of 
the  house  "  for  value  received"  and  the  note  was  given  up. 
The  order  was  not  accepted,  but  Graves  and  Dickinson 
verballj  agreed  that  when  the  purchase-money  was  to  be  paid 
Brown  should  receive  notice  to  attend.  Dawson  after- 
ward became  bankrupt;  Lord  Chancellor  Thitblow  said, 
"  this  is  nothing  but  a  direction  by  a  man  to  pay  part  of  his 
money  to  another  for  a  foregone  valuable  consideration.  If 
he  could  transfer  he  has  done  it ;  and,  it  being  his  own  money, 
he  could  transfer.  The  transfer  was  actually  made.  They 
were  in  the  right  not  to  accept,  as  it  was  not  a  bill  of 
exchange.  It  is  not  an  inchoate  business.  The  order  fixed 
the  money  the  moment  it  was  shown  to  Graves  and  Dickin- 
son ;"  and  he  made  a  decree  accordingly. 

Passing  over  a  considerable  period  of  time  we  come  to 
Zett  V.  Meries  (4  Lewinz,  607),  where  a  builder,  who  was 
erecting  a  house  under  a  contract,  gave  an  order  to  one  who 
had  furnished  him  with  lumber,  for  certain  sums  out  of  moneys 
whidi  would  become  payable  to  him  on  the  contract.  It  was 
held  a  good  equitable  assignment,  and  so  much  of  these 
moneys  as  the  orders  called  for  was  decreed  to  be  paid  to  the 
holder  of  the  order.  See  also,  to  the  same  general  purport, 
Bv/m  V.  Ca/rvalho  (4  Mylne  &  Craig,  690),  and  Bodech  v. 
OcmdaU  (16  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.,  22).  In  the  first  of  these 
cases  Lord  Chancellor  CoLDiaraAM  laid  down  the  equitable 
principle  in  these  words :  "  In  equity,  an  order  given  by  a 
debtor  to  his  creditor  upon  a  third  person  having  funds  of 
the  debtor  to  pay  the  creditor  out  of  such  fimds,  is  a  binding 
equitable  assignment  of  so  much  of  the  ftmd."  He  quotes 
the  dictum  of  Lord  Eldon  in  ex  pwrte  Louth  (3  Levinz,  293), 
as  follows :  "  It  has  been  decided  in  bankruptcy  that  if  a 
creditor  gives  an  order  on  his  debtor  to  pay  a  sum  in  dis- 
charge of  his  debt,  and  that  order  is  shown  to  the  debtor,  it 
hmds  him.  On  the  other  hand,  this  doctrine  is  brought  into 
doubt  by  some  decisions  in  courts  of  law  which  require  that 
the  party  receiving  the  order  should  in  some  way  enter  into 
a  contract.     That  has  been  the  course  of  their  decisions ;  but 
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it  certainly  is  not  the  doctrine  of  this  court."  Lord  Golden- 
HAM  adds,  that  "  it  is  upon  this  principle  that  assignments  of 
future  freight,  and  of  non-existing  but  expected  funds 
have  been  enforced  in  equity." 

The  principle  of  these  cases  has  been  adopted  and  frequently 
acted  on  -in  this  country.  (2  Story's  Eq.,  1044 ;  Peyton  v. 
HaUet,  1  Gaines,  363 ;  Waters  v.  Ba^ker^  12  Johns.,  276 ; 
Bradley  v.  Booty  5  Paige,  362 ;  Ma/rtm  v.  Naylor^  1  Hill, 
583.)  Many  other  cases  of  a  similar  character  are  referred 
to  in  those  which  have  been  cited.  In  Field  v.  The  Mayor ^ 
etc.y  of  New  York  (2  Seld.,  179),  a  similar  question  came 
before  this  court.  One  who  had  contracts  with  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  city  of  New  York  for  printing,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  assigned,  to  a  party  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claimed,  his  bills  against  the  corporation,  to  the  amount  of 
$1,500,  to  be  paid  after  two  prior  assignments  had  been 
satisfied.  The  only  notice  given  to  the  city  was  a  letter  to 
the  comptroller,  accompanied  with  a  copy  of  the  assignment. 
It  was  held  that  the  assignment  was  a  transfer  enforceable  in 
equity,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  decree  against 
the  city.  (See  also  Lowery  v.  Stewa/rdy  25  N.  T.,  239.) 

The  orders  in  these  cases  were  not  bills  of  exchange.  They 
were  payable  out  of  a  particular  ftmd,  and  that  fund  was  to 
arise  and  be  made  available  subsequently  to  the  drawing  of  the 
orders,  and  there  is  some  doubt  whether  they  could  be  consid- 
ered as  payable  in  money.  The  judgment  which  it  is  pro- 
posed to  give  will  not  be  in  any  respect  hostile  to  the  cases  which 
hold  that  the  drawee  of  a  proper  bijl  is  liable  to  the  holder 
only  upon  an  acceptance  of  the  bill.  {Luff  v.  Pope^  5  Hill, 
417 ;  Hanms  v.  Clarhy  3  Comst.,  93  ;  MandevUle  v.  Welchy  5 
Wheat.,  277.)  The  point  decided  in  the  last  case  was  that 
the  drawing  by  a  creditor  of  a  bill  upon  his  debtor  in  favor 
of  a  third  person,  with  some  other  slight  circumstances,  did 
not  amount  to  an  assignment  of  the  debt.  Stress  was  laid 
by  the  counsel,  who  argued  against  the  position,  that  it 
was  an  assignment,  upon  this  circumstance,  that  the  bill  was 
general  and  not  payable  out  of  a  particular  fund.  What 
was   said   by  Judge   Stort,   in   giving   the  reasons  of  the 
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cotirt,  of  the  impossibility  of  deciding  a  demand  by  an 
assignment  of  a  portion  of  it,  was  probably  correct  in  the 
application  which  he  made  of  the  principle,  bnt  if  it  was  in- 
tended to  state  that  equity  would  not  protect  an  assignment 
of  part  of  a  demand,  the  dictum  is  hostile  to  nearly  all  the 
caseis  I  hare  deferred  to>  and  especially  to  the  one  in  this 
court  which  distinctly  presented  that  feature. 

The  orders  in  this  case  were  not  expressed  to  be  for  value 
received,  as  in  some  of  the  cases  cited.  It  was,  however, 
proved  and  fotmd  that  they  were  given  for,  value.  I  do  not 
think  it  was  necessary  for  the  city  to  have  had  specific  notice 
of  that  circnmstance.  The  drawing  of  the  first  class  of 
orders,  and  the  transfer  by  Kose  of  the  interest  which 
they  were  supposed  to  create,  was  sufficient  evidence  to  put 
the  ctty  upon  inquiry,  tod  to  show  conclusively  that  pose 
Was  not  th6  mere  agent  of  Baker.  A  proper  inquiry  would 
hav6  disclose  the  fact  that  they  were  ^ven  for  a  valuable 
consideration. 

The  appeal  Iteing  on  behalf  of  the  city  alone,  no  question 
is  presented  respecting  titie  distribution  of  the  money  among 
the  different  claimants.  The  recovery  was  for  the  precise 
amotmt  which  the  city  wonld  have  owed  Baker  if  he  had  not 
parted  with  his  claim.  Tlife  orders  which  he  had  given  to 
Eose  exceeded  the  whole  balance  in  his  favor.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  be  said  that  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  city, 
even  should  the  disporftion  of  the  moneys  be  inaccurate,  of 
which  I  have  found  tio  evidence. 

It  is  objected  that  it  wad  not  proved  that  Baker  was 
insolvefnt ;  and  that  is  true,  though  this  contest  among  his 
creditors  leads  to  a  strong  inference  that  such  was  the  fact.  I 
do  not  see,  however,  that  it  was  essential  to  establish  that 
fact.  If,  as  has  been  held,  the  drawing  of  the  orders  was  a 
transfer  pro  tcmto  of  the  debt,  the  holders  were  entitled  to 
resort  in  the  first  instance  to  the  city  to  enforce  their  demands, 
and  it  would  have  been  no  answer  for  the  city  to  say  that 
they  might  have  had  a  remedy  against  Baker. 

It  is  readily  seen  that  the  principle  which  we  feel  bound 
to  act  upon  may  operate  inconveniently  upon  parties  owing 
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demands  of  th«i  chaafactef ,  by  obliging  Aem  to  arrange  with 
several  parties  claiming  nnd^  tbe  one  with  whom  they  had 
contracted.  Bnt  the  same  difficulty  jfreqnently  arises  where 
a  creditor  has  parted,  by  tmm  formal  transfa^,  with  <he 
whole  or  portions  of  the  debt.  The  law  affords  the  debtor  a 
remedy  in  the  ns^ore  of  a  suit  of  interpleader,  so  that  it  is 
his  own  fault  if  he  pays  to  a  person  not  ^ititled.  If  the  rule 
would  still  opersJte  inconveniently  to  municipal  corporations, 
who  are,  perhaps,  more  exposed  than  others  to  be  embarrassed 
with  conflicting  claiii»,  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  protect 
th^n.  They  might  also  provide  by  express  agreement  that 
they  should  not  be  obliged  to  recognize  derivative  claims 
arking  cut  of  a  ooatract  for  a  public  improvement. 
I  am  in  &V(^  of  affirming  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

Ikoraham,  J.  The  indebtedness  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  tor 
the  amount  claimed  by  Baker  as  due  him  is  admitted,  it 
being  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  not  denied  in  the  answer. 
The  only  allegations  denied  in  the  answer  of  the  appellants 
are  5  1.  As  to  the  drawing  of  the  orders  by  Bater;  2. 
The  acceptance  of  the  orders  by  the  dty ;  and,  3.  Whether 
the  assignment  of  the  orders  ^et  forth  in  the  complaint  were 
executed.  The  first  and  third  of  these  defenses  were  proved 
on  the  trial  and  were  found  by  the  referee  against  the  defend- 
ants. I  do  not  understand  the  appellants  as  insisting  on 
these  defenses.  The  only  remaining  one  set  iip  in  the  answer 
is  to  the  acceptance  by  the  defendants  of  l5ie  orders,  so  as  to 
bind  the  city  to  the  payment. 

The  referee  finds  that  Baker  drew  five  orders  on  the  comp- 
troller in  favor  of  Eose  for  the  sum,  in  all,  of  $1,189.79. 
That  Rose  delivered  the  orders  to  the  comptroller,  who 
annexed  them  to  the  contract  of  Baker.  The  amount  due 
Rose  was  subsequently  reduced  somewhat  by  repayment. 
Afterward  the  amount  due  Baker  from  the  city  was  adjusted 
and  an  order  for  that  amount  was  directed  by  the  council  to 
be  drawn  in  favor  of  Baker. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  assignees  of  such  a  claim 
might  give  notice  of  the  assignment  to  them  and  recover 
26 
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the  same  without  an  actual  acceptance  by  the  debtor  of  the 
order  or  promise  to  pay  to  the  asBignee.  This  was  held  in 
Morton  v.  NayUyr^  1  Hill,  683.  Cowkn,  J.,  says : — '^  The 
order  was  an  equitable  assignment  of  the  rent  in  question, 
with  notice  to  Morton  who  was  bound  to  pay  it  according  to 
the  order  whether  he  had  accepted  it  or  not."  ( Wheeler  v. 
Wheeler ^  9  Cowen,  34.)  Nor  is  it  any  objection  to  a  recovery 
under  such  an  order  or  assignment  that  it  is  not  for  the  whole 
of  the  balance  due.  {Taylor  v.  JBates,  5  Cowen,  376 ;  Patti- 
9on  V.  HvUy  9  id.,  747;  Field  v.  The  Mayor^  ete.^  of  New 
Yorhy  2  Seld.,  179.)  Whether  there  was  or  not  any  valid 
defense  in  the  matters  relied  on  by  the  appellants  of  a  pay- 
ment to  Baker  is  unnecessary  to  be  decided  in  this  action. 
No  such  defense  was  set  up  in  the  answer  and  the  appellants 
have  no  right  to  avail  themselves  of  the  finding  of  the  referee 
which  may  have  been  necessary  under  the  issues  raised  by 
the  other  defendants. 

The  objection  that  notice  to  the  comptroller  was  not  notice 
to  the  city  of  Buffalo  is  taken  by  the  appellants.  In  Fidd  v. 
The  Mayor^  etc.,  of  Nevo  York,  mpra,  the  same  objection 
was  taken  and  overruled.  The  court  say  the  notice  of  the 
respondent's  claims  was  served  upon  the  comptroller  while 
in  his  office,  engaged  in  the  duties  thereof  and  was  beyond 
all  doubt  sufficient. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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M!altby  Gt.  liAiTRy  Appellant,  v  BrBPHiasr  Lirrz,  Fbanoib 
Doll,  John  Gebmank,  Anthony  Lambbeoht,  and  Msbwin 
E.  Bbbweb,  Eespondents. 

In  an  equitable  proceeding,  the  court  will  not  direct  the  receiver  to  sell  property 

without  first  giving  a  party  claiming  title  thereto,  a  hearing. 
As  affecting  the  rights  of  parties,  it  is  not  essential  that  a  chattel  mortgage 

should  have  been  on  file  at  the  commencement  of  an  action  in  which  the 

existence  of  the  mortgage  is  recognized. 
The  statute  declaring  that  a  chattel  mortgage  shall  be  absolutely  void  as  against 

the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  when  the  property  is  left  in  his  possession, 

unless  filed,  does  not  include  creditors  at  large. 
The  creditor  must  have  attached  the'mortgaged  property  and  h&ve  acquired  a 

lien  upon  it  In  some  legal  way  before  the  question  can  be  raised. 

This  action,  in  the  natnre  of  a  creditor's  bill,  was  brought 
by  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  a  judgment  obtained  by  David 
Lane,  James  Gt,  Carpenter,  and  Henry  W.  Miller,  against 
Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann,  upon  the  return  of  an  execution 
unsatisfied,  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  by  them  in  May,  1854:, 
of  the  " Manhattanville  line"  of  stages,  horses,  etc.,  to  the 
defendant,  Lambrecht ;  and  also  to  set  aside  an  assignment, 
made  at  the  same  time,  by  Lutz,  Doll,  and  Germann,  to 
Brewer. 

Husson  was  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  but  held  a  chattel 
mortgage  on  the  property  sold  to  Lambrecht.  which  mort- 
gage is  mentioned  in  the  complaint  and  its  validity  is  nowhere 
questioned  by  the  pleadings. 

The  case  was  tried  in  April,  1855,  before  Judge  Miichell, 
m  the  first  district,  who  decided  and  adjudged  the  sale  and 
assignment  void,  and  directed  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
to  sell  the  whole  property  "  subject  to  the  same  incumhrcmces 
to  which  it  was  liable  when  Lambrecht  took  it.^^ 

The  principal  of  these  incumbrances  were  chattel  mortgages, 
of  which  Joseph  Husson,  the  respondent  in  this  appeal,  was 
assignee,  from  Benjamin  Moore,  to  whom  they  were  originally 
given.  Moore  originally  owned  the  stage  line  and  the  prop- 
erty connected  with  it,  and  as  early  as  1852  sold  the  same  to 
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Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann,  from  whom  he  took  a  chattel  mort- 
gage thereon,  to  secure  $11,000  apart  of  the  purchase-money. 
In  February,  1853,  a  portion  of  the  mortgage  having  been 
paid,  a  new  mortgage  for  the  balance  of  $8,600  was  ^ecuted 
by  Lmtz,  Doll  A  Gtennann,  to  Moore,  leaving  the  first  mort- 
gage uncanceled,  and  reciting  that  it  <50Vered  a  part  of  the 
amount  due  thereon.  This  mortgage  was  filed  March  23d, 
1853,  having  been  previously,  on  the  19th  day  of  the  same 
month,  asfiigned  by  Moore  to  Husson  the  respondent. 

In  Feb(ru«ry,  1854, «  forther  assignment  having  been  made, 
a  new  mortgage  for  the  balance,  $6,200,  was  given  by  Lutz, 
Doll  &  Q-ermann,  to  Husson,  leaving  the  previous  mort- 
gage uncanceled,  and  reciting  that  it  covered  a  part  of  the 
amount  due  thweon.  This  mtniigage  was  Bot  filed  till  the 
25th  day  of  January  1&56,  after  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  which  was  on  the  20th  day  of  October  1854;  The 
sale  by  Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann,  to  Lambrecht,  which  it  was 
the  object,  in  part,  of  this  suit  to  set  aside,  was  made  on 
the  31st  of  May  1854,  and  was  in  terms  subject  to  the  chattel 
mortgage  last  mentioned,  which  was  assigned  by  Lambre^cht, 
and  on  which  he  made  some  payments,  and  on  the  23d  of 
February,  1855  he  gave  a  new  mortgage  to  Husson  for  $3,800, 
the  balance  remaining  due  on  the  previous  mortgage.  This 
last  mortgage  was  filed  on  the  day  of  its  date,  February  23d 
1855,  but  several  months  after  the  conmiencement  of  this 
action. 

The  plaintiff's  debt  against  Lutz,  Doll  &  Gennann, 
accrued  in  1853  and  1854,  while  the  latter  were  owing  the 
chattel  mortgages  in  question,  of  which  the  plaintiff  had 
notice — constructive  notice  of,  and  by  its  having  been  filed 
and  actual  notice  of  both,  an  April  and  May,  1854,  three 
months  before  they  obtained  the  judgment  by  confession 
against  Lutz,  DoU  &  Germann,  which  opwated  as  the  founda- 
tion of  this  action.  That  judgment  was  confessed  Ai^ust 
17th,  1854;  execution  was  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied 
thereon  on  the  same  day.  It  is  probable  the  plaintiff  was 
not  informed,  until  after  the  commencement  of  this  action,  of 
the  fact  that  Husson's  mortgage  was  not  filed. 
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On  the  11th  day  of  October,  1854,  David  Lane  &  Co., 
assigned  the  judgment  to  plaintifil 

On  the  14th  October,  1854,  plaintiff  commenced  this  action, 
^^  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  the  stage  line  and  the  property 
belonging  thereto,  and  that  the  deed  of  said  lots  above 
described,  and  said  assignment,  be  set  aside,  and  the  whole 
of  said  property  belonging  to  said  stage  line,  as  well  as  said 
six  lots  and  buildings  thereon,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shaU  be 
necessary,  be  applied  on  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff  *s  said 
judgment.'* 

(The  complaint  admits  the  existence  of  Husson's  chattel 
mortgage.  No  fraud  is  alleged  respecting  it,  and  Husson  is 
not  made  a  party.) 

The  suit  was  tried  before  Judge  MrroHSLL  at  Special 
Term^  who  decided,  April  21, 1855,  the  sale  and  assignment 
void,  and  directed  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  ^^  to  sell  the 
whole  property,  subject  to  the  same  incumbrances  to  which 
it  was  liable  when  Lambrecht  took  it." 

Plaintiff  never  appealed  from  this  finding,  or  attempted  to 
alter  or  modify  it. 

A  receiver  was  appointed  April  35, 1855,  who  advertised 
and  sold  the  property.  May  5, 1855,  and  subsequent  days. 
The  handbills  of  sale  prepared  by  the  receiver  and  plaintiff's 
attorney,  say:  "If  sold  together,  the  present  property  will 
be  sold  subject  to  two  chattel  mortgages,  but  if  sold  in  par- 
cels it  will  be  free  from  incumbrances."  Husson's  mortgage 
being  one  of  them. 

An  attempt  was  twice  made  to  sell  in  bulk  on  the  5th  of 
May,  but  no  bids  being  made,  it  was  sold  in  parcels,  under 
the  understanding  and  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plain* 
tiff  and  Husson,  that  his  mortgage  should  be  first  paid  frx>m 
the  proceeds  of  sale.  This  was  Husson's  first  connection 
with  this  suit. 

Previous  to  the  sale  by  the  receiver,  both  plaintiff  and  his 
brother  David  Lane  saw  the  mortgages  in  Husson's  office,  and 
David  (who  was  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  original  suit, 
and  who  is  charged  to  be  the  real  plaintiff  in  interest  in  this 
suit)  offered  to  pay  Husson  an  installment  of  |200,  then  due 
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and  owing  by  Lambrecht,  to  prevent  a  foreclosure  of  hia 
chattel  mortgage. 

The  property  was  sold  in  parcels,  and  notwithstanding  the 
understanding  and  agreement  made  by  plaintiff  with  Hnsson, 
the  funds  were  brought  into  court  by  the  receiver. 

By  this  agreement  made  with  the  plaintiff,  previous  to  the 
sale,  HuBson  permitted  the  sale  to  be  made  free  from  his 
mortgage,  and  the  articles  to  be  separated,  expecting  to  be 
first  paid. 

An  order  was  entered,  October  23,  1855,  referring  the 
accounts  of  the  receiver  to  a  referee  for  examination,  to  take 
proof  of  and  pay  the  liens,  if  any ;  upon  this  order,  served 
upon  Husson,  he  was  brought  in  to  prove  his  claim,  but  was 
never  otherwise  made  a  party  thereto. 

The  funds  in  receiver's  hands  proving  insuflScient  to  pay 
the  liens,  a  question  is  now  raised  by  the  plaintiff  that  fius- 
son's  mortgage  not  having  been  filed,  it  is  void  as  against  him 
and  that  he,  and  not  Hnsson,  is  entitled  to  the  frmd  in  court. 

Husson  produced  befere  the  referee  the  several  mortgages 
and  assignment  held  by  him,  proved  the  facts  above  stated, 
that  the  original  mortgage  to  Moore  was  for  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, that  it  had  been  reduced  by  payments  and  the 
subsequent  mortgages  given  in  renewal,  to  show  the  true 
amount  due,  and  that  Lutz,  DoU  &  Germann,  and  Lam- 
brecht  never  claimed,  except  subject  to  Husson's  mortgages. 

The  referee  reported  November  1,  1856,  after  a  year's  liti*- 
gation  before  him,  that  there  was  due  to  Husson  $4,024.90, 
and  that  the  net  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  articles  mortgaged  to 
him  amounted  to  $3,609.70,  which  amount  he  ordered  the 
said  receiver  to  pay  to  Husson,  and  annexed  to  his  said 
report  the  questions  of  law  and  fact,  as  decided  and  found  by 
him. 

On  appeal  to  the  Special  Term,  the  referee's  report  was 
confirmed,  and  on  further  appeal  to  the  General  Term  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Term  was  aflirmed,  no  opinion 
being  delivered  by  the  latter  court. 

The  reasons  assigned  by  the  referee  and  by  the  Special 
Term  in  support  of  the  conclusions  at  which  they  arrived 
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were  Btibstantially  these:  1.  That  although  the  statute 
(2  S.  S.,  136)  declares  that  the  mortgage,  uxiless  filed,  shaU 
be  absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagee, 
and  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith,  yet 
the  creditor  may  waive  this  right,  and  treat  the  mortgage  as 
valid,  and  be  estopped  by  his  acts  from  insisting  upon  its 
'  invalidity.  2.  That  although  the  plaintiff  might  perhaps 
have  treated  the  mortgage  as  a  nullity,  and  sold  the  property 
under  his  execution  irrespective  of  it,  or  filed  a  bill  for  the 
single  purpose  of  removing  out  of  the  way  of  his  execution 
the  fraudulent  obstruction  interposed  by  the  mortgage,  yet 
he  has  done  neither  of  these  things,  but  causing  his  execu- 
tion to  be  returned  unsatisfied,  has  filed  a  bill  in  the  nature 
of  a  creditor's  bill  to  reach  the  equitable  interests  of  his 
debtor,  and  charged  those  interests  to  be  the  property,  real 
and  personal,  connected  with  this  stage  route,  subject  to  the 
mortgage  now  in  question,  seeking  to  apply  that  property 
thus  subject  to,  and  not  regardless  or  independent  of  that 
mortgage,  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  3.  That  the  Special 
Term,  on  the  hearing  of  that  case,  to  which  Husson  was  in  no 
wise  a  party,  in  conformity  with  the  aspect  of  it  presented 
by  the  plaintiff,  pronounces  the  sale  to  Lambrecht  and  the 
assignment  to  Brewer  fraudulent  and  void,  and  directs  the 
receiver  to  sell  the  property,  subject  to  the  same  incumbrances 
to  which  it  was  liable  when  Lambrecht  took  it,  the  mort- 
gage to  Husson  being  one  of  these ;  that  the  plaintiff  sub- 
submitted  to  this  order  and  acted  upon  it ;  that  under  it  the 
receiver  took  and  could  sell  no  more  than  the  interest  of 
the  mortgagors  subject  to  the  mortgage.  4.  That  the  adver- 
tisements of  sale,  tiie  understanding  and  conversations  of 
the  parties  interested  therein,  and  the  sale  itself,  were  in 
conformity  with  those  views,  and  showed  the  concurrent 
construction  put  by  all  of  them  upon  the  order  of  the  court 
to  be,  that  it  was  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  subject  to  the 
mortgages,  or  the  net  proceeds  after  deducting  the  mort- 
'gages,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  under  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  and  nothing  more,  and  that,  therefore,  when 
the  plaintiff  and  Husson  agreed  that  if  the  property  was  sold 
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in  parcels  it  was  to  be  free  from  iBeiimbraiice>  they  intended, 
and,  indeed,  expressly  agreed,  that  Hnsson's  mortgage  shonld 
be  first  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  5.  Th^t  snch 
also  was  the  equitable  aspect  of  the  ease ;  that  the  Husson 
mortgage  was  given  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase«money ; 
that  in  equity  Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann  never  owned  the  entire 
interest  in  the  property,  and  that  so  mnoh  as  was  not  paid^ 
for  equitably  belonged  to  Moore^  or  Hnsson,  his  aasignee. 

From  the  judgment  of  the  General  Term  the  plaintiff  has 
appealed  to  this  oonrt. 

Solonum  L.  SuU^  for  the  appellant. 

Ma/rBkaU  S.  BidwM,  for  the  respondent. 

HoQSBOoH,  J,  The  reasons  rendered  by  the  referee  at 
the  special  term  for  the  disposition  of  the  caee  made  in  the 
court  below  appear  to  me  to  be  cogent  and  conclusive,  and 
I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  enlarge  upon  them.  I  content 
myself  with  a  brief  reference  to  some  of  the  propositions 
advanced  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant. 

1.  It  is  said  that  the  commencement  of  this  action  opera- 
ted to  confer  upon  the  plaintiff  a  specific  lien  upon  the 
property  in  question,  and  that  the  mortgage  of  Husson  was 
entirely  inoperative  against  the  plaintiff  because  it  was  not 
filed. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  either  of  these  propositions, 
because  the  decision  in  favor  of  Husson  is  placed  upon  a 
ground  entirely  distinct  and  independent  of  these  and  con- 
sistent with  the  assumption  that  both  of  these  propositions 
may  be  entirely  correct. 

2,  It  is  said  that  Husson's  mortgage  being  thus  entirely 
void  he  was  not  in  any  way  prejudiced  by  the  sale.  But,  as 
to  this,  it  must  be  observed :  First,  that  Husson  was  not  a 
party  to  the  action,  and  has  had  no  opportunity  to  set  up  by 
answer  or  fully  to  establish  by  proof  what  facts  he  might 
wish  to  present  by  way  of  obviating  the  necessity  for  filing  his 
mortgage;  second,  Husson  was  undoubtedly  prejudiced  by 
the  sale  if  it  was  not  carried  out  in  conformity  with  the  stip- 
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ulation  to  which  he  was  a  party,  aad  on  which  he  relied  for 
the  protection  of  his  intereBts. 

3.  It  is  said  that  the  alleged  agreement,  that  HnBSon  was 
to  be  paid  ont  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  was  void  as  being 
without  cotisideration,  and  being  void  conld  not  operate  as 
an  estoppel  agamst  the  plaintiff.  First,  this  assumes  what 
Husson  has  not  had  an  opportnnitj  ftdly  to  controvert,  to 
wit,  the  invalidity  of  his  mortgage.  Second,  the  agree- 
ment was  not  without  consideration.  Husson  at  aU  events 
made  a  claim  under  his  mortgage,  and  the  claim  was  suffi- 
ciently plausible  and  colorable  to  operate  as  the  founda- 
tion of  a  sufficient  consideration  to  make  some  eqtdtable 
arrangement  in  regard  to  it.  The  plaintiff  had  not  treated 
it  as  invalid,  nor  made  Husson  a  'psrtj  to  a  suit  to  set  it 
aside,  and  the  court  had  expressly  directed,  a  sale  subject  to 
it.  The  bonnden  duty  of  the  receiver  was  to  conform  to  the 
order  of  the  court,  from  which  plaintiff  had  taken  no  appeal, 
and  the  latter  was  not  therefore  in  a  situation  to  attack  the 
mortgage  of  Husson.  But,  apprehending  that  the  mortgage 
of  Husson  might  embarrass  the  sale  and  cause  a  sacrifice  of 
the  property  if  sold  in  parcels,  the  plaintiff  made  an  expUoit 
arrangement  with  Husson,  which  the  plaintiff  expected  to 
be  advantageous  to  him,  but  which  he  now  wishes  to  repu- 
diate, that  the  property  should  be  sold,  discharged  of  the 
incumbrances  which  were  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds.  I 
think  the  plaintiff  is  precluded  from  receding  from  his  agree- 
ment by  every  consideration  which  enters  into  the  idea  of  an 
equitable  estoppel. 

4.  It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  acted  in  ignorance  of  the 
£ftct  that  the  mortgage  was  not  filed,  and  therefore  should  not 
be  boxmd  by  the  course  of  proceeding  to  which  he  assented. 
First,  it  is  probably  true,  thou^  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
expressly  proved,  that  plaintiff  was  ignorant  of  the  filing  nf 
the  mortgage,  but  there  is  no  pretense  or  proof  that  Htissou 
fraudulently  concealed  that  fact  fr^m  him.  The  plaintiff  had 
an  opportunity  and  was  bound  to  acquaint  himsdf  with  the 
fact,  and  his  neglect  to  do  so  was  his  own  misfortune.  He 
must  be  bound  by  his  agre^nent  if  he  was  not  inequitably  eur- 

27 


210  Lanb  v.  Lutz.  [Jane, 

Opinion  of  the  Coort,  per  Wrioht,  J. 

prised  or  fraudulently  entrapped  into  it  by  Husson.  Second, 
there  is  no  certainty  that  he  would  not  have  made  precisely 
the  agreement  that  he  did  if  he  had  been  aware  of  the  non- 
filing of  the  mortgage.  He  does  not  say  that  he  would  not. 
He  had  instituted  proceedings  without  making  Husson  a 
party,  having  entirely  a  different  aspect,  which  disabled  him 
from  setting  aside  that  mortgage  without  entirely  revolution- 
izing the  framework  of  his  proceedings.  The  court  had  made 
an  order  upon  the  assumption  that  Husson's  mortgage  was 
to  be  paid.  The  plaintiff  had  practically  adopted  that  order, 
and  if  he  had  then  ascertained  for  the  first  the  non-filing  of 
the  mortgage  he  might  perhaps  have  very  rationally  con- 
cluded that  it  was  better  to  go  on  and  take  his  chances  for 
ultimate  compensation  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  subject 
to  the  mortgage,  which  he  probably  supposed  would  protect 
his  debt  as  well  as  the  mortgage,  than  to  retrace  his  steps, 
pay  the  costs,  begin  anew,  make  Husson  a  party  to  the  new 
proceedings,  charge  the  invalidity  of  the  mortgage,  with  the 
chances  of  possible,  if  not  probable  discomiture. 

In  every  aspect  in  which  I  have  been  able  to  consider  the 
case  I  think  the  order  of  the  court  below  was  right  and 
should  be  afSbmed. 

Wbight,  J.  The  appeal  is  by  the  plaintiff  from  so  much 
of  the  judgment  as  declares  Husson  to  be  entitled,  as  the 
holder  of  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property,  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  ftmd  arising  from  a  sale  of  such  property  under 
the  order  of  the  court.  The  action  was  by  the  plaintifl^  a 
judgment  creditor  of  the  defendants  Lutz,  Doll  and  Ger- 
mann  to  set  aside  what  was  claimed  to  be,  a  fraudulent  trans- 
fer of  the  property  by  them  to  the  defendant  Lambrecht,  and 
to  have  the  same  sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment.  Husson,  who  held  a  chattel  mortgage 
on  it,  for  a  part  of  the  purchase-money  (the  existence  of 
which  mortgage  the  assignees  of  the  plaintiff  had  knowledge 
of,  before  obtaining  a  confession  of  the  judgment),  was  not 
made  a  party.  The  court  decided  the  sale  and  assignment  to 
Lambrecht  to  be  void,  and  instead  of  simply  setting  aside  the 
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conveyance,  and  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  issne  a  new  execu- 
tion, directed  a  receiver  to  be  appointed  to  sell  the  property, 
Bttbject  to  the  same  incumbrances  to  whidi  it  was  liable  when 
transferred  to  Lambrecht.  Tliis  was  the  only  direction  that 
could  rightly  have  been  given.  At  the  time  Lambrecht 
took  the  property,  it  was  subject  to  Husson's  mortgage, 
which  had  been  given  to  Lutz,  Doll  and  Germann  for  an  un- 
paid portion  of  the  purchase-money.  Husson,  not  being  a 
party,  his  rights  could  not  be  affected  by  any  proceeding  in 
the  suit ;  and  the  court  having  set  aside  the  fraudulent  con- 
veyance to  Lambrecht,  and  taken  the  property  into  its  own 
hands,  could  not  equitably  make  any  other  disposition  of  the 
case.  The  only  question  involved  was  as  to  what  passed  to 
Lambrecht  by  the  conveyance  from  Lutz  &  Co.,  which  was 
adjudged  to  be  void ;  and  this  was  the  property  which  Lutz 
&  Co.  held,  subject  to  the  Husson  mortgage.  This  mortgage 
was  a  valid  lien  as  against  them  when  the  conveyance  was 
made  to  Lambrecht ;  and  the  plaintiff,  while  admitting  this, 
did  not  make  Husson  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  suggest  that  his 
mortgage  was  invalid,  or  ask  any  relief  other  than  the  pre- 
tended transfer  to  Lambrecht  might  be  set  aside.  All  that 
the  receiver  could  rightly  take  under  the  order,  or  could  sell, 
was  the  property,  subject  to  Husson's  mortgage.  The  court 
might  have  directed  the  mere  title  of  Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann 
to  be  sold,  without  giving  Husson  an  opportunity  to  be  heard ; 
but  in  an  equitable  proceeding  no  court  orders  a  receiver  to 
sell  the  thing  itself,  without  giving  a  party  claiming  title  to 
it,  a  hearing.  The  plaintiff  acquiesced  in  the  decision  appoint- 
ing a  receiver  to  make  sale  of  the  property  itself,  subject  to 
the  incumbrance  to  which  it  was  liable,  when  transferred  to 
Lambrecht;  making  no  attempt  to^alter  or  modify  it,  but 
consenting  thereto.  His  attorney  subsequently,  in  concert 
with  the  receiver,  prepared  notices  of  the  sale  of  the  property, 
in  which  it  was  stated,  that  if  sold  in  bulk,  the  sale  would 
be  subject  to  two  chattel  mortgages  (Husson's  mortgage 
being  one  of  them),  but  if  sold  in  parcels,  the  sale  would  be 
free  from  incumbrances ;  and  afterward,  and  on  the  day  of 
sale  (the  plaintiff,  Husson,  and  other  parties  interested  in  the 
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property,  being  present),  an  attempt  waft  twice  made  to  sell 
in  bulk,  but  no  bid  being  made,  it  was  sold  in  parcels,  and 
as  tbe  evidence  clearly  shows,  in  pnrsnance  of  an  tmder- 
Btanding  and  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  Hnsson, 
that  the  mortgage  of  the  latter  shonld  be  first  paid  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.  Having  this  agreement  with  the  plain 
tiff,  Hnsson  permitted  the  sale  to  be  made  free  from  his  mort- 
gage, and  the  articles  to  be  separated,  expecting  to  be  first 
paid ;  bnt,  in  disregard  of  the  agreement,  the  entire  proceeds 
were  brought  into  conrt  by  the  receiver.  Subsequently  a  refer- 
ence was  ordered  to  examine  the  accounts  of  the  receiver,  and 
to  take  proof  of,  and  pay  liens,  if  any ;  a  copy  of  the  order  and 
notice  of  the  reference  being  directed  to  be  served  on  Husson. 
At  this  point  of  time  Husson  first  appeared  as  a  party  to  the 
litigation,  and,  very  plainly,  thus  informally  drawn  in,  if 
not  on  the  plaintiff^s  own  motion,  at  least  by  his  consent. 
ITp  to  this  time,  it  seems  all  the  parties  interested  seem  to  have 
agreed,  that  it  was  the  net  proceeds  of  the  property,  after 
payment  of  aU  the  incumbrances,  including  Husson's  mort- 
gage, that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  under  the  decision 
and  judgment  of  the  comi;,  and  nothing  more.  It  had  been 
supposed  that  the  whole  property  of  the  Manhattanville  line 
would  sell  for  a  sufficient  sum  to  meet  the  incumbrances  and 
pay  the  plaintiff's  judgment ;  and  on  this  supposition  the 
plaintiff  acted,  in  concert  with  Hudson,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
sale.  In  this  there  was  a  disappointment;  the  proceeds 
thereof  being  insufficient  to  meet  the  liens.  Accordingly,  on 
the  reference  the  plaintiff  endeavored  to  avoid  them  entii^y. 
The  objection  urged  before  the  referee  against  considering 
Husson's  mortgage  a  lien  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  was, 
that  such  mortgage  was  not  filed  at  the  time  the  plaintiff's 
action  was  commenced.  I  do  not  think  the  objection  valid. 
It  was  not  important,  as  affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
that  the  mortgage  should  have  been  on  file  when  the  suit  waa 
instituted.  As  the  statute  declares,  in  terms,  that  an 
unfiled  chattel  mortgage  shall  be  void  as  against  the  creditors 
of  the  mortgagor,  it  is  probable  (although  the  mortgage  in 
this  case  was  but  a  continuance  of  a  series  of  mortgages  for 
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the  uapaid  balanceB  of  liie  original  purchase-money  for  the 
property  due  from  Lntz  &  Co.,  and  the  plaintiff  had  actual 
notice  thereof),  that  had  the  plaintiff,  on  obtaining  his  jndg< 
ment  against  the  mortgagors,  issued  his  execution  and  sold 
the  property  then  in  th«  hands  of  Lambrecht,  he  could  not 
have  been  held  as  a  trespasser  at  the  suit  of  Husscm,  the 
mortgagee.  But  an  essentially  different  course  was  pursued. 
Whilfit  the  mortgage  was  confessedly  valid  as  againfit  the 
mortgagors  without  filing,  and  could  have  been  made  so  at 
once  as  against  their  creditors,  an  action  to  reach  the  equit- 
able interest  of  the  mortgagees  in  the  property  was  com- 
menced. Lambrecht  was,  at  the  time,  in  possessicm  of  the 
property  as  owner,  by  virtue  of  a  transfer  from  the  noortga- 
gors,  and  recognizing  the  Husson  mortgage  as  a  valid  lien, 
the  only  relief  prayed  for  was  to  set  aside  the  transfer  to 
Lambrecht.  All  that  was  attempted  to  be  reached,  and 
indeed  all  that  could  be  reached,  was  the  interest  which 
Lutx,  Doll  &  G^rmann  had  in  the  property  in  the  hands  of 
Lambrecht ;  and  this  intereet  was  tibelr  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, or  right  to  any  surplus  beyond  the  mortgage.  To 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  reach  the  interest  of  Lntz,  Doll  & 
Oermimn  in  the  property ^  it  was  sought  to  have  Uie  transfer 
to  Lambrecht  set  aside,  which  was  a  transfer  subject  to  the 
mortgage.  Procuring  this  transfer  to  be  set  aside  did  not 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  reach  an  interest  which  Lutz,  Doll  & 
Germain  nev^  conveyed.  Ae  between  Lutz  &  Co.  and 
Husaon,  tb^re  is  no  pretense  that  the  mortgage  can  be 
impeached,  and  the  court  did  not,  and  equitably  could  not 
(Husson  not  beii^  a  party  to  the  suit)  give  the  plamtiff 
greater  rights  than  the  extent  of  Lutz,  Doll  &  Hermann's 
interest.  This  was  all  that  was  done,  and  the  plaintiff 
submitted  to  a  judgment,  limited  to  setting  a^ide  the 
sale  to  Lambrecht,  as  to  him,  and  directing,  not  a  sale 
of  Lutz  &  Co.'s  interest  in  the  property,  but  a  sale  of 
the  property  itself  subject  to  the  same  incumbrances  to 
which  it  was  liable  when,  transferred  to  Lambrecht.  The 
judgment  obtained  by  the  plaintiff,  under  such  circura- 
staiices,  does  not  entitle  him  to  payment  of  it  in  prefer- 
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ence  to  Husson's  mortgage.  The  lien  acquired  by  the  filing 
of  the  complaint  was  not  a  specific  lien  npon  the  pro- 
perty in  question,  but  only  on  the  equitable  assets  of  Lutz, 
Doll  &  Gennann,  in  the  hands  of  Lambrecht.  It  extended 
only  to  such  estate  as  Lutz,  Doll  &  Germann  had  in  the 
property,  and  to  that  extent  and  no  farther,  the  filing  of 
the  complaint  operated  as  an  equitable  attachment.  It 
could  not  effect  the  prior  title  to  or  lien  of  a  person  not  made 
a  party  to  the  action.  The  case  would  have  been  different 
had  the  plaintiff,  after  obtaining  his  judgment,  issued  an 
execution  and  levied  upon  the  property  itself.  That  would 
have  been  the  case  of  a  judgment  creditor  levying  an  execu- 
tion upon  specific  property  of  his  debtor,  and  raising  the 
question  affecting  the  title  or  right  of  a  third  person  to  or 
in  the  thing  itself.  There  was,  therefore,  no  hen  acquired  in 
this  case  upon  the  property  by  the  filing  of  the  complaint 
in  October,  1854,  and  when  the  Husson  mortgage  was  off  the 
files  in  the  register's  office.  It  was  entirely  immaterial  in 
this  equitable  proceeding  to  reach  the  assets  of  Lutz,  Doll  & 
Germaim,  as  affecting  the  rights  of  Husson,  whether  or  not 
his  mortgage  was  on  file  when  the  suit  was  commenced. 
The  statute,  it  is  true,  declares  that  a  chattel  mortgage  shall 
be  absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor 
when  the  property  is  left  in  his  possession,  unless  filed.  This 
does  not  mean  creditors  at  large. 

The  creditor  must  have  attached  the  mortgaged  property 
.and  acquired  a  lien  on  it  in  some  legal  way  before  the  ques- 
tion pan  be  raised.  If  it  be  a  judgment  creditor,  as  in  this 
case,  his  execution  must  be  levied.  Here  there  was  no  levy. 
Lambrecht  was,  at  the  time  the  execution  was  returned  un- 
satisfied, the  owner  of  the  chattels  and  in  possession,  subject 
to  Husson's  mortgage.  By  instituting  an  equitable  pro- 
ceeding to  collect  his  debt  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  lien,  nor 
was  he  in  a  position  of  a  creditor  entitled  to  allege  that 
Husson's  mortgage,  from  not  being  filed  when  he  com- 
menced the  proceeding,  was  absolutely  void  as  against  him. 
If,  however,  he  was  in  a  situation  to  raise  the  question  of  the 
invalidity  of  Husson's    mortgage  as  against  him,   on  the 
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ground  that  it  was  not  filed  in  October,  1864,  it  is  clear  to 
my  mind  that  a  creditor,  as  in  this  case,  with  ftdl  notice  of 
a  prior  mortgage,  seeking  to  collect  his  debt  out  of  specific 
property,  by  a  proceeding  in  equity,  stands  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee.  He  takes  only 
the  equities  of  his  debtor. 

There  is,  however,  another  reason  why  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  applied  in  payment 
of  his  judgment  in  preference  to  Husson's  mortgage.  On 
the  face  of  his  complaint  it  had  been  shown  that  the  transfer 
to  Lambrecht  was  made  subject  to  Husson's  mortgage,  the 
validity  of  which  was  nowhere  questioned,  Husson  not  being 
a  party.  The  court  must  either  have  given  a  judgment 
simply  setting  aside  the  conveyance,  or  do,  what  it  undoubt- 
edly possessed  the  power  of  doing,  set  it  aside  and  take  the 
property  and  dispose  of  it  equitably.  Accordingly,  a  judg- 
ment was  given  declaring  the  conveyance  to  Lambredit  to 
be  void,  and  ordering  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take 
and  sell  the  property,  subject  to  the  incumbrances  upon  it  at 
tlie  time  of  the  transfer^-Husson's  mortgage  being  the  only 
lien.  In  this  judgment  the  plaintiff  acquiesced  and  has  never 
appealed  from  it.  If  he  had  appealed  he  could  not  have 
altered  it,  as  Husson,  the  mortgagee,  was  not  a  party.  Hus- 
son's right  to  be  paid  his  mortgage  is,  therefore,  res  adjvdir 
cata. 

There  is  yet  another  reason  for  postponing  the  payment 
of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  to  that  of  the  mortgage  of  Husson. 
The  order  of  the  court  was  to  sell  the  property,  subject  to 
the  incumbrances,  including  this  mortgage,  and  if  Husson 
had  not  consented  it  could  not  have  been  sold  in  any  other 
way.  To  have  effected  a  sale  of  it,  subject  to  incumbrances, 
would  have  required  it  to  have  been  sold  in  bulk.  Before 
the  sale  the  plaintiff,  Husson  and  others  interested,  fixed  a 
price  at  which  it  was  to  be  sold  in  bulk,  and  if  so  sold  it  was 
agreed  that  the  Husson  mortgage  was  to  remain ;  but  if  the 
sale  was  in  parcels,  and  the  property  scattered,  the  mort- 
gage was  to  be  first  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  sales.  An 
ineffectual  attempt  was  made  to  sell  in  bulk,  there  being  no 
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bidderB,  when  it  was  sold  in  parods  under  this  understanding 
and  agreement  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  bj  the 
agreement  fiom  insisting  that  Hnsson's  mortgage  is  not 
entitled  to  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  To  allow  him^  after  tiiie  sale  has  taken  place,  onthe£uth 
of  the  agreement,  to  repudiate  it,  and  when  Husson  cannot 
be  put  in  the  same  position  he  was  in  before  the  sale,  would 
be  unreasonable  and  unjust.  It  would  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  perpetrate  a  wrong  and  a  fraud  upon  him.  It  is  to  be 
remembered  that  had  Huss(»i  not  consented,  the  sale  must 
have  been  subject  to  his  mortgage.  It  is  immaterial  whether 
the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  mortgage  had  not  been  filed. 
There  was  no  fraud  on  Husson's  part,  and  the  plaintiff  knew 
the  law  on  the  subject  as  much  as  if  he  had  been  exprea&lj 
told  what  it  was,  and  was  bound  to  make  inquiry  or  search 
if  he  thought  it  important.  At  all  events,  it  was  too  late  to 
object  after  Husson  had  allowed  the  sale  to  take  place  under 
the  agreement,  and  could  not  be  replaced  in  his  former 
position. 

The  judgment  should  be  afBnned. 

Affumaed. 
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Stetement  of  ease. 


Jameb  B.  Gandall  i),  Qhablbs  Fink. 

Thqmab  "W.  Lookwood  v.  Ohables  Finn. 

Timothy  Mann,  Sakubl  Kbndbiok,  2d,  and  John  P.  Mann 
V.  Chablbb  Fnm. 

Uadw  sectioii  383  of  the  Code  of  Prooeduro  it  in  enou^  that  the  Bature 

and  consideration  of  tbfi  debt  oonfesaed,  the  time  in  which  it  oocoired,  and  that 

it  is  due  and  unpaid  be  oonciselj  stated. 
It  is  unneoessaiy  that  the  statement  should  be  as  precise  and  partaoolar  as  a  bill 

of  particolars. 
The  requirements  of  the  Oode  in  this  particular  are  not  to  be  measured  b/  the 

requirements  of  the  act  of  1818.  (Laws  ISIS,  ch.  269,  §  6.) 

ApFBAii  from  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment  in  the 
second  above  entitled  action. 

The  facts  were  these :  On  the  11th  June,  1855,  James  K. 
Gkndall,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  above  entitled  action, 
recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Supreme  Court,  by  confession 
against  the  defendant,  Oharles  Finn,  fer  $1,506.50 ;  which 
was  on  that  day  docketed  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the 
county  of  Washington. 

On  the  14th  Decembcar,  1855,  Thomas  W.  Lockwood,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  second  above  entitled  action,  recovered  against 
Finn  a  judgment  in  the  Supreme  Oourt,  by  confoBsion,  for 
$1,709.74 ;  whidh  was  docketed  on  that  day  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  Washington  county. 

On  the  14th  December,  1855,  Mann,  Eondrick  <fe  Mann, 
the  plaintiff  in  the  third  above  entitled  action,  recovered  a 
judgment  against  Finn  in  the  Supreme  Court,  by  confession, 
for  $270.59 ;  which  was  docketed  the  same  day  in  the  Wash- 
ington county  derk's  office.  Executions  on  both  of  the  last 
mentioned  judgments  were,  on  the  14th  December,  1855, 
issued  to  the  sheriff  of  Waidiington  eocmty,  and  levy  made  on 
Finn's  store  of  goods  on  that  day ;  and  the  following  day  an 
execution  was  issued  on  the  Oandall  judgment. 

On  the  17th  April,  1856,  Gandall  commenced  an  action  in 
the  Supreme  Court  by  summons  and  complaint,  and  on  the 
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19th  May,  1856,  recovered  a  judgment  against  him  for 
$1,625 ;  which  was  duly  docketed  on  that  day. 

At  a  Special  Term,  in  September,  1856,  Gandall  moved 
to  set  aside  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Lockwood,  and  also 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  Mann  &  Co.,  on  the  ground  tiiat 
the  confessions  of  judgment  do  not  state  the  facts  out  of 
which  the  indebtedness,  for  which  said  judgments  were 
entered,  arose. 

An  order  was  made  at  Special  Term  setting  aside  both 
judgments,  and  the  executions  issued  therein,  as  against 
Gandall's  judgment  and  execution,  and  directing  the  sheriff 
of  Washington  county,  to  first  pay,  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  sales  under  the  executions,  the  Gtmdall  execution,  issued 
on  his  judgment  of  January,  1865. 

From  this  order  Lockwood  appealed  to  the  General  Term 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  same  was  alB&rmed.  Mann^ 
Kendrick  &  Mann  did  not  appeal. 

Lockwood  then  appealed  to  this  court.  The  confession  in 
the  Lockwood  judgment  is  as  follows : 

SUPREME  COURT. 
Thomas  W.  Lockwood  v.  Chablbs  Fink. 

I,  Charles  Finn,  defendant,  hereby  confess  myself  indebted 
to  Thomas  W.  Lockwood,  plaintiff,  in  the  sum  of  seventeen 
hundred  and  two  dollars  and  eighty-seven  cents,  and  hereby 
authorize  him,  or  his  executors,  administrators,  attorney  or 
assigns  to  enter  a  judgment  against  me  for  that  amount. 

The  above  indebtedness  arose  on  an  account  of  goods, 
wares  and  merchandise,  sold  and  delivered  by  said  plaintiff 
to  me,  since  the  first  day  of  January,  1865,  and  for  which  I 
have  not  paid. 

And  I  hereby  state  that  the  sum  above  by  me  confBssed  is 

justly  due  to  the  said  plaintiff  without  any  fraud  whatever. 

CHARLES  FINN. 
Dated  the  14th  December,  1856. 

W.  A.  Beach^  for  the  appellant,  Lockwood.  • 

Hughes  cfe  Norihrwp^  for  the  respondent,  Gandall. 
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Wbight,  J.  There  is  but  a  single  question  involved  in 
the  appeal,  viz. :  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement  in  the 
confession  of  judgment  in  favor  of  the  appellant,  Lockwood. 
The  Code  provides  that  the  statement,  if  the  debt  be  for 
money  due  or  to  become  due,  must  set  forth  "  concisely  the 
facts  out  of  which  it  arose,  and  must  show  that  the  sum 
confessed  therefor  is  justly  past  due  or  to  become  due." 
(Code,  §  383.)  It  is  urged,  that  in  the  Lockwood  judgment, 
the  statement  does  not  set  forth  the  facts  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  arose,  nor  show  the  sum  confessed  to  be  justly 
due,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and  this  appears  to 
have  been  the  judgment  of  both  the  lower  courts. 

I  am  not  able  to  see  such  a  non-conformity  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  as  to  demand  that  the  judg- 
ment should  be  set  aside,  at  the  instance  of  another  judgment 
creditor.  Unless  we  are  prepared  to  hold  that  the  statement, 
under  the  Code,  is  required  to  be  as  special  and  precise,  as 
that  under  the  act  of  1818,  (Laws  of  1818,  ch.  269,  §  6), 
the  one  questioned  in  the  present  case,  is  good.  But  as  was 
said  by  Seldbn,  J.  in  Dtmham  v.  Waterman.  (lY  N.  Y.,  9), 
"there  is  a  wide  difference  in  phraseology  between  the 
act  of  1818  and  the  section  of  the  Code  in  question.  The 
former  required  a  *  particular'  statement  and  specification 
of  ^  the  nature  and  consideration '  of  the  debt  or  demand ; 
and  when  the  demand  arose  upon  a  note,  bond  or  other 
specialty,  the  *  origin  and  consideration'  of  the  same  was 
required  to  be  ^particularly  set  forth;'  while  the  Code  in 
terms  simply  requires  a  statement  *  of  the  facts  out  of  which 
the  indebtedness  arose.' "  In  Zawless  v.  Shokett  (16  Johns., 
14:9),  .  a  case  which  arose  under  the  act  of  1818,  the 
Supreme  Court  said,  "a  statement  as  general  as  the  com- 
mon counts  in  a  declaration  is  not  sufficient.  It  ought  to  be 
as  special  and  precise  as  a  bill  of  particulars."  Neither,  how- 
ever, in  Dwfihomi  v.  Watermxin^  or  in  any  other  subsequent 
case,  has  this  court  gone  the  length  of  holding  that  the  Code 
requires  the  precision  of  a  bill  of  particulars.  It  is  enough 
that  the  nature  and  consideration  of  the  debt  confessed,  the 
time  in  which  it  accrued,  and  that  it  is  due  and  unpaid,  is 
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"condBely*'  stated.  {Zoning  v.  Carpesiter^  30  N.  T., 
447 ;  Frdigh  v.  J?Wn*,  33  id,  418 ;  J^&iulbaitm  v.  jK^/i,  24 
K  T.,  325;  Hopkins  v.  iT^Zow,  34  id,  618.)  In  the 
present  case,  the  nature  of  the  debt,  the  amount  thereof, 
within  what  tune  it  aecraed,  and  that  it  is  unpaid,  is 
stated.  The  transaction  set  forth  is  a  sale  and  delirerj  by 
Loekwood  to  Finn,  of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  between 
January  and  December,  1855,  of  the  value  of  $1,702.87, 
which  Finn  haa  not  paid  for.  It  is  true,  the  kind  of  mer< 
chandise  is  not  specified,  nor  at  what  particular  time,  between 
January  and  December,  the  sale  and  delivery  was  made,  if 
sold  and  delivered  in  parcels;  but  the  statement  was  not 
defective  for  this  reason,  unless  the  law  as  it  now  is,  requires 
all  the  minuteness  of  a  bill  of  particulars.  It  clearly  does 
not  require  the  statement  to  contain  a  minute  description 
of  the  goods  sold,  or  of  the  time  and  place,  and  terms  of 
sale  of  each  particular  parcel. 

But  it  is  said  that  merdy  stating  the  £act&  out  of  which 
the  indebtedness  arose  is  not  sufficient ;  the  facts  must  show 
that  the  sum  confessed  is  justly  due,  and  that  no  fact  is 
stated  from  which  the  court  can  say  that  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  is  justly  due.  In  Zamng  v,  CorpenUr  (80  N. 
T.,  447),  the  coirfession  (unlike  the  present  one)  did  not 
state  in  terms  that  the  sum  for  which  the  judgment  was 
authoriDed  to  be  entered  was  justly  due ;  and  the  point  then 
taken  was  that  the  statute  required  it  to  be  stated  in  terms ; 
but  the  court  thought  otherwise,  and  that  the  sum  due  must 
appear  from  the  statement.  ^^The  particular  facts,"  says 
Judge  OoHSTOCK,  ^'  must  be  set  forth  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
show  not  only  a  just  debt,  but  the  amount  thereof."  That 
being  done,  an  additional  averment,  in  general  terms,  of  the 
justice  of  the  debt  and  the  amount  thereof^  is  not  required. 
It  is  true  that,  although  the  facts  stated  may  show,  with  all 
the  requisite  certainty  and  detail,  the  creation  of  a  debt,  yet 
it  may  have  been  paid.  So,  also,  it  may  have  been  released 
or  discharged  by  bankruptcy,  insolvency,  or  in  some  other 
mann^.  But  it  is  not  required  to  negative  all  the  conceiv- 
able possibilities  of  the  case.     The  confession  now  in  ques- 
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tion  contained  an  averment,  in  general  terms,  that  the  debt 
confessed  was  justly  due ;  but  it  went  further.  The  state- 
ment also  showed  it.  The  facts  stated  not  only  showed  the 
creation  of  the  debt,  but  negatived  the  possibility  of  its  hav- 
ing been  paid.  After  showing,  with  requisite  certainty,  the 
(creation  of  the  debt  and  the  amount  thereof,  it  is  averred 
distinctly  that  the  debt  is  unpaid. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  therefore,  that  the  order,  so  far  as  it 
aflFects  the  judgment  of  the  appellant  Lockwood,  should  be 
reversed.  It  would  be  difficult,  I  think,  to  distinguish 
between  the  minuteness  necessary  in  a  bill  of  particulars,  and 
the  '^  concise  statement"  which  the  learned  judge  at  Special 
Term  supposed  would  now  only  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
law..  In  Freligh  v.  Brink  (22  N.  T.,  418),  the  confession 
was  hdd  good  when  it  described  the  note,  and  added  ^Hhat 
amount  of  money  being  had  by  the  defendant  of  the  plain- 
tiff." So  also  in  Neu^vm  v.  Kerni  (24  K  Y.,  825),  a 
statement  was  held  sufficient  which  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
had  sold  and  delivered  large  quantities  of  meat  to  the  defend- 
ant at  various  times  during  the  years  1854  and  1855,  and  that 
there  was  justly  due  him  upon  such  sales  a  balance  of  $2,114. 
In  neither  of  these  cases,  were  the  fects  set  forth  with  more 
certainty  and  detail  to  show  a  just  debt  and  the  amount 
thereof,  than  in  the  present  one. 

The  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  so  far  as  it  affecta  Lock- 
wood's  judgment  and  execution,  should  be  reversed  with  costs 
of  this  appeal,  and  his  execution  declared  entitled  to  bo  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  sales  made  upon  the  executions,  in  pref- 
erence to  that  of  the  respondent  GandalL 

Judgment  affiirmed. 
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JosiAH  W.  Habtlbt  V.  Benjamin  Tatham. 

The  assif^ee  of  a  mortgage  takes  subject  to  all  the  equities  of  the  debtor  as 
against  the  assignor ;  and  any  demand  which  the  debtor  might  apply  or  set 
off  as  against  the  assignor)  may  be  so  applied  or  set  off  as  against  the 
assignee. 

A  tender  of  what  is  due  upon  a  mortgage — and  if  proceedings  have  been 
commenced  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  —  of  the  costs  accrued  up  to  the  time 
of  making  the  tender,  extinguishes  the  lien  of  the  mortgage. 

AonoK  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  brought  in  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

Michael  Cunningham,  one  of  the  defendants,  in  May, 
1861,  executed  and  delivered  his  bond  and  mortgage,  for  the 
payment  of  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  to  Samuel 
W.  Dunscomb,  or  his  assigns.  Dunscomb  on  the  13th  day  of 
May,  1862,  assigned  and  transferred  the  bond  and  mortgage 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  on  the  16th  day  of  June,  1862,  com- 
menced this  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  In  1861,  one 
Alfred  A.  Arment,  by  the  consent  of  Dunscomb,  and  also  by 
an  agreement  with  him,  became  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  when  certain  plumbing  work  should 
be  completed.  In  the  fall  of  1861,  and  while  Dunscomb 
was  the  owner  of  the  mortgage  in  question,  he  agreed  with 
Arment,  that  he  should  do  certain  plumbing  in  Beekman 
Hill  Chapel,  to  be  paid  therefor  by  being  deducted  from  said 
mortgage.  The  plximbing  work  was  done,  and  amounted 
to  $490.03.  Arment  caused  the  premises  to  be  conveyed  to 
Tatham,  and  assigned  his  claim  against  Dunscomb,  etc.,  to 
Tatham.  This  was  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1862,  and  ten 
days  before  Dunscomb  conveyed  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage to  plaintiff.  On  the  9th  day  of  July,  1862,  the  said 
Tatham  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
two  hundred  and  seven  dollars  and  fifty-four  cents,  the  whole 
amount  due  thereon,  including  costs  in  the  action  then  pend- 
ing—  after  deducting  the  said  $490.03,  for  the  work  done 
under  the  agreement  between  Dunscomb  and  Arment.  The 
plaintiff  refused  to  accept  the  tender  in  discharge  of  the 
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bond  and  mortgage.  The  court  found,  as  a  conclnBion  of  law, 
that  the  $490.03  was  a  valid  payment  upon  the  mortgage 
according  to  the  agreement  of  Dnnacomb  and  Arment,  and 
consequently,  that  the  tender  made  by  Tatham  as  above  was 
snjSicient,  and  extingnished  the  lien  of  the  mortgage — and 
judgment  was  rendered  accordii^ly.  An  appeal  was  taken 
to  the  General  Term  where  the  judgment  of  the  Special 
Term  was  affirmed,  and  an  appeal  therefrom  is  taken  to  this 
court. 

Denio,  Oh.  J.  I  assent  to  the  conclusion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  that  the  $490.03  ought  to  be  allowed  as  a  payment  on 
account  of  the  interest  due,  and  so  much  of  the  principal  as  it 
would  extinguish.  It  follows  from  this  conclusion,  that  there 
was  no  interest  in  arrear  when  the  action  was  commenced,  and 
hence  also,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  elect  to  consider 
the  whole  principal  immediately  payable.  The  complaint 
does  indeed  set  forth  such  an  election,  but  it  was  based  upon 
the  actual  denial  of  the  payment,  and  upon  the  allegation 
that  a  year's  interest  was  in  arrears.  The  plaintiff's  case  was 
that  the  whole  principal  and  interest  had  become  payable  in 
consequence  of  the  default  in  the  payment  of  interest. 
When  it  was  determined  that  there  was  no  interest  in  arrear, 
the  case  made  by  the  complaint  was  disproved,  and  there  was 
then  no  foundation  for  the  claim  of  the  whole  under  the  spe- 
cial clause  in  the  bond  and  mortgage.  I  think,  therefore,  the 
defendant  had  no  right  to  tender  the  whole  principal  without 
admitting  a  default  in  the  payment  of  interest.  It  was 
an  offer  which  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  reject  or  to 
accept.  He  rejected  it,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do.  As  the 
debtor  was  not  bound  by  the  election  of  the  creditor,  because 
the  fact  which  authorized  that  election  had  not  arisen, 
so  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be. bound  by  it,  because  he  has 
tailed  to  establish  the  existence  of  the  fact  which  alone  gave 
him  the  right  to  make  any  election,  and  upon  which  alone 
he  claimed  that  right.  It  is  not  like  the  case  where  one  who 
is  entitled  to  an  advantage  proposes  to  waive  it,  and  the 
other  party  acts  upon  the  waiver  —  there  the  person  mak- 
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ing  the  offer  ought  to  be  bound  by  it.  The  plaintiff  here 
claimed  the  whole  $1,600  of  principal  and  the  entire  interest 
or  that  BTUxiy  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  gronnding  that 
claim  npon  the  alleged  default  in  paying  interest.  K  the 
defendant  had  acceded  to  this  view,  and  had  paid  or  tendered 
the  whole  principal  and  interest,  the  plaintiff  might  have  been 
obliged  to  take  it,  and  his  refosal  of  a  fall  tender  wonld  pro- 
bably have  extinguished  the  lien.  But  the  defendant  did  no 
such  thing.  He  denied  that  there  was  any  interest  in  arrear, 
and,  virtually  claimed  that  no  occasion  had  arisen  enabling 
the  plaintiff  to  accelerate  the  payment  of  principal  at  his 
option ;  but  he  at  the  same  time  wished  to  hold  the  plaintiff 
to  his  offer,  so  far  as  it  embraced  the  idea  that  the  whole 
principal  was  payablcj  and  accordingly  tenders  the  balance, 
and  it  being  refused,  he  claims  that  he  is  discharged  from 
any  obligation  to  pay  anything.  This  is  a  very  different 
thing  from  accepting  an  offer  in  the  terms  or  spirit  in  which 
it  is  made. 

It  is  not  probable  that  the  plaintiff  refused  the  tender  on 
the  ground  that  he  would  prefer  to  keep  his  money  upon 
interest  until  the  expiration  of  the  original  time  of  credit ;  no 
doubt  he  refosed  it  because  he  believed  the  alleged  payment 
was  a  matter  by  which  he  was  not  bound,  and  because  the 
whole  principal  and  interest  were  not  tendered.  But  that  is 
no  oonsequence.  It  is  very  plain  that  the  d^endant  had  no 
right  to  tender  an  amount  of  principal  which  had  not  become 
payable,  and  the  plaintiff  was  imder  no  obligation  to  give 
any  reason  for  refusing  it.  It  is  hard  enough  for  a  mortgage 
creditor  to  lose  his  debt  because  he  has  been  mistaken  as  to^ 
the  effect  of  a  payment  of  a  small  part  of  the  amount,  and 
has  refused  a  tender  of  what  the  debtor  daimed,  and  has 
been  enabled  to  establish,  was  the  full  sum  due.  He  should 
not,  in  my  opinion,  incur  this  forfeiture  in  a  case  in  which 
the  debt  tendered  had  not  Mien  due.  The  ]glaintiff  is 
sufficiently  punished  for  his  mistake,  or  the  mistake  of  his 
legal  advisers,  when  he  is  turned  out  of  court  with  costs, 
for  insisting  upon  a  case  which  he  could  not  sustain.  The 
court  had  no  right  to  go  further  and  prcmounce  a  forfeiture 
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of  the  debt  confessedly  owing,  and  wliich  would  not  become 
payable  in  nearly  a  year  from  the  time  of  the  tender.  Hence, 
I  am  in  favor  of  modifying  the  judgment  appealed  from  by 
striking  out  all  that  portion  thereof  which  follows  the  award 
of  costs  against  the  plaintiff,  and  of  inserting  in  the  place 
thereof,  as  follows:  "But  it  is  ftirther  adjudged  that  the 
tender,  mentioned  in  the  answer  and  in  the  proof,  did  not 
have  the  effect  to  extinguish  the  lien  of  the  said  mortgage 
as  to  the  refusal  of  the  moneys  secured  thereby,  over  and 
atiove  the  sum  of  $490.08,  found  by  the  Supreme  Court  to 
have  been  paid  thereon,  and  that  the  said  bond  and  mortgage 
remains  in  full  force  as  to  the  paid  residue  of  the  said  mort- 
gage debt." 

If  this  modification  is  agreed  to  by  the  judges,  there  ought 
to  be  no  costs  against  either  party  in  this  appeal. 

Johnson,  J.  Upon  the  facts  established  by  the  findings, 
this  appears  to  be  a  very  plain  case.  The  plaintiff  became 
the  owner  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  in  question  on  the  13th 
of  May  1862,  by  assignment  from  the  mortgagee.  As  assignee 
he  took  subject  to  all  equities  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment,  in  favor  of  the  debtor  against  his  assignor.  Any 
demand  which  the  debtor  might  then  have  applied  or  set  off 
against  the  assignor,  he  may  have  applied  or  set  off  against 
the  assignee.  This  principal  is  so  well  settled  that  it  would 
be  a  waste  of  time  and  labor  to  cite  authorities  in  its  support 
At  the  date  of  the  assignment,  the  defendant  Tatham,  was, 
in  equity  if  not  in  law,  in  respect  to  liiis  bond  and  mortgage, 
the  principal  debtor,  he  having  on  the  36th  day  of  January 
previous  taken  a  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  sub- 
ject to  the  same  mortgage.  This  conveyance  was  made  to 
the  defendant  Tatliam,  at  the  instance  and  for  the  benefit  of 
Alfred  A.  Arment  wlio  was  the  equitable  though  not  the 
legal  owner  of  the  premises,  and  who  had  as  such  become 
liable  to  pay  said  bond  and  mortgage.  The  fall  previous  to 
this,  Arment  made  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
t )  do  certain  work  for  the  latter  in  the  Beekm an  Hill  Chapel, 
which  was  then  being  built  on  the  grounds  of  such  assignor, 
29 
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and  that  the  amount  of  such  work  and  labor  Bhonld  be 
applied  in  payment  upon,  and  deducted  from  the  amount  of 
said  bond  and  mortgage.  This  labor  had  been  performed 
and  the  amount  and  value,  $490.03,  agreed  upon  between 
Arment  and  the  assignor,  and  the  account  with  right  of 
appKcation  assigned  to  the  defendant  Tatham,  before  the 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  bond  and  mortgage.  This 
account  Arment  had  agreed  to  assign  to  Tatham  at  the  time 
tne  conveyance  was  made  to  the  latter,  and  the  assignment 
was  actually  made  on  the  3d  of  May  1862,  ten  days  before 
the  assignment  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff. 
It  will  be  seen  therefore,  that  before  the  bond  and  mortgage 
had  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  the  right  of  the  defendant 
Tatham  to  have  this  amount  of  $490,03  applied  in  payment 
and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt  had  become  fixed  and 
vested.  The  payment  had  been  made  in  labor  performed 
upon  an  agreement  that  it  should  apply  in  that  way,  and 
nothing  remained  to  be  done  to  complete  it,  except  perhaps 
to  indorse  the  amount  and  receipt  it  as  a  payment.  As  the 
amount  has  actually  been  paid  in  services  rendered,  equity 
will  regard  it  as  actually  applied  according  to  the  agreement. 
It  will  hold  it  to  have  been  a  payment  jpr^  tcmto  in  fulfillment 
of  the  agreement  and  the  intention.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
also  that  the  moment  the  work  was  completed  under  the  agree- 
ment and  the  amount  ascertained  and  agreed  upon,  the  law 
would  make  the  application  as  a  payment  and  satisfaction 
^0  tmto.  {Boms  v.  Spencer,  24  K  T.,  886,  391.)  This 
amount  of  $490,03  was  not  a  latent  equity  in  the  hands  of  a 
third  person,  either  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff, 
or  at  any  other  time,  and  no  such  question  arises  in  the  casa 
In  any  view  of  the  case  it  is  entirely  clear  that  the  plaintiff 
could  only  enforce  the  bond  and  mortgage  for  the  amount 
due  over  and  above  this  $490.03  as  against  the  defendant, 
Tatham,  who  insisted  upon  its  application  as  a  payment. 
Consequently  it  was  only  necessary  for  him  to  tender  the 
balance  over  and  above  this  sum,  with  the  costs  which  had 
then  accrued.  The  plaintiff  had  elected  to  consider  the 
whole  debt  due,  as  he  had  the  right  to  do,  upon  the  mere 
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payment  of  interest  for  the  period  specified.  The  tender  or 
ofiFer  of  payment  of  the  whole  amount  remaining  due,  and 
for  which  the  mortgage  could  be  enforced,  discharged  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  and  operated  to  defeat  the  action  to 
foreclose.  {Eori/rigkt  v.  Cady^  21  N.  Y.,  343.) 

It  is  strenuously  contended  by  the  appellant's  counsel  that 
the  defendant,  Tatham,  is  estopped  by  his  deed  from  insisting 
upon  the  application  of  this  amount  for  the  wcrk  and  labor 
to  the  mortgage  debt.  It  is  argued  that  having  taken  his 
deed  subject  to  the  mortgage  he  can  set  up  nothing  against 
it,  but  must  pay  the  full  amount  for  which  it  was  given. 
But  no  case  has  been  cited,'  and  I  think  none  can  be  found 
making  any  such  application  of  the  principle  of  estoppel  by 
deed.  By  taking  the  conveyance  of  the  premises  subject  to 
a  mortgage  the  grantee  is  prechided  bom  setting  up  the 
defense  of  usury  against  the  mortgage  {Sands  v.  Chv/rch^ 
6  N.  Y.,  347;  Stmfdt  v.  Shufdi,  9  Paige,  137);  and 
such  a  grantee  would,  I  suppose  be  estopped  from  denying 
the  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  a  mortgage  as  against  the 
grantor  and  his  assignees  and  representatives.  {Torrey  v. 
Bank  of  Orlea/ns^  9  Paige,  649 ;  Denn  v.  CcymeU^  3  Johnfl. 
Cases,  174.)  But  no  such  question  arises  here.  The  existence 
of  the  mortgage  is  conceded,  and  its  validity,  to  the  extent 
of  the  amount  justly  due  upon  it.  And  there  is  nothing, 
either  in  the  terms  of  the  grant  or  in  the  principles  of  equity, 
to  estop  the  grantee  from  showing  what  amount  has  been 
paid  and  what  amount  still  remains  due.  Certainly  he  was 
not  estopped  as  against  Dunscomb,  and  should  not  be  as 
against  his  assignee,  whose  duty  it  was  to  ascertain  before 
taking  the  mortgage  what  claims  there  were  existing  against 
it.  He  was  bound  to  inquire,  and  the  law  will  hold  him  to 
the  knowledge  he  should  have  acquired. 

The  judgment  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur  except  "Wbight,  J. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Finn. 

The  mere  fact  of  iodoieement  of  negotiable  paper  gives  no  right  of  action  against 
the  indorser.  His  contract  is  conditional,  and  dependa  on  facts  outside  the 
written  instrument 

His  promise  t»  paj  is  conditioned  that  the  holder  shall  present  the  note  for  pay- 
ment; and  if  payment  is  refused,  notice  ahall  be  given  to  him  at  the  time  aod 
in  the  manner  required  by  law. 

Fact^  necessary  to  be  proved  to  sustain  an  action,  must  be  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint as  giving  a  cause  of  action. 

!nie  meaning  of  section  163  of  the  Oode  pommented  upon  by  ITbiciht,  J. 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  Supreme  Court.  The  action 
was  against  Burdick,  Finn  and  Gandall.  The  complaint 
averred  that  the  defendants,  Burdick  and  Knn,  made  their 
certain  copartnership  promissory  note  in  the  words,  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say : 

"  Fort  Edward,  Jvly  Uth,  1858. 
"  $256.58.    Four  months  after  date,  for  value  received,  we 
proEmise  to  pi^y  to  the  order  cf  J.  K.  Gandall,  two  hundred 
aftd  fifty-six  dollars  and  fifty-^ight  cents,  at  the  Bank  of  Fort 
Edward,  with  interest  BURDICK:  <fc  FmN:' 

The  said  note  was  indorsed  as  follow?: 
"J.  B.  Gandall,  Salem,  Washington  Co.,  K  T." 
That  such  indorsenxent  was  so  made  by  the  above  named 
defendant,  James  B.  Gandall. 

That  the  said  plaintiffs  are  now  the  owners  and  holdeirs  of 
the  said  promissory  note,  and  that  the  whole  amount  thereof, 
with  interest,  is  due  from  the  said  defendants  thereupon. 
"Wherefore  the  said  plaintiflfe  demand  judgment,  etc. 

The  defendants,  Burdick  and  Finn,  did  not  appear  in  the 
action.  The  defendant,  Gandall,  demurred  to  the  complaint 
on  the  grounds : 

1.  Defect  of  parties  defendant,  in  that  Gandall  is  im- 
properly made  a  party  defendant.  2.  The  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
3.  The  complaint  does  not  aver  presentment  of  said  note  for 
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payment,  demand  or  refusal,  or  protest,  or  notice  to  defen- 
dant Gandall. 

The  Special  Term  overruled  the  demnirer,  with  leave  for 
the  defendant  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs.  Gandall 
appealed  to  the  G-eneral  Term  from  the  order,  where  the 
same  was  affirmed.  Judgment  having  been  entered  against 
him,  he  appeals  to  this  court. 

0.  Z.  StewoH^  for  the  plaintiff* 

L.  B.  Norihmp^  for  the  defendant  GandalL 

"Wbight,  J.  This  judgment,  I  think,  cannot  be  sustained. 
A  complaint,  under  the  Code,  must  contain  **  a  plain  and 
concise  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action  " 
(Code,  §  142),  and  it  may  be  demurred  to  if  it  does  not. 
(§  144.)  No  cause  of  action  was  stated  against  the  defend- 
ant Gandall.  The  only  allegation  affecting  him  is,  that  he 
indorsed  a  promissory  note  for  $256.68,  made  by  the  firm  of 
Burdick  &  Finn,  payable  to  his  order  at  the  bank  of  Fort 
Edward,  four  months  after  date,  which  the  plaintiffs  own  and 
hold.  This  is  not  stating  a  cause  of  action  against  an 
indorser.  The  mere  fact  of  indorsement  of  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  gives  no  right  of  action  or  entitles  the  holder 
to  recover  against  the  indorser.  Without  resorting  to  the 
contract  of  the  indorser,  which  the  law  impli^,  the  indorse- 
ment of  such  a  note  is  nothing  but  an  order  upon  the  maker 
to  pay  its  contents  to  the  lawful  holder.  Such  a  note, 
although  indorsed,  contains  no  promise  to  pay  on  the  part 
of  the  person  indorsing  it.  His  contract  is  conditional,  not 
absolute,  and  depends  on  facts  outside  of  the  written  instru- 
ment. He  promises  to  pay  only  on  condition  that  the  holder 
shall  present  the  note  for  payment,  and  if  payment  is  reftised 
notice  shall  be  given  to  him  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
required  by  law.  This  demand  of  payment  and  notice  of 
dishonor,  or  facts  by  which  they  are  excused,  must  be  proved 
on  the  trial  to  establish  his  liability,  and  facts  thus  necessary 
to  be  proved,  as  they  constitute  in  part  the  cause  of  action, 
must  be  averred  in  the  complaint. 
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The  complaint,  therefore,  as  against  the  appellant  Gandall, 
was  insufficient  and  bad  on  demurrer,  unless  the  requirements 
of  section  162  are  dispensed  with  by  another  section  of  the 
Code. 

It  is  provided  in  section  162,  chapter  6,  of  the  Code  entitled 
"  General  rules  of  pleading"  that  "  in  an  action  or  defense, 
founded  upon  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money  only, 
it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  party  to  give  a  copy  of  the 
instrument,  and  to  state  that  there  is  due  to  him  thereon  from 
the  adverse  party,  a  specified  sum  which  he  claims."  The 
precise  intention  of  the  legislature,  or  the  framers  of  the 
Code  by  this  provision,  is  not  clear,  but  certainly  it  was  not 
meant  that  a  complaint  should  be  good,  that  merely  set 
forth  a  copy  of  the  instrument,  with  a  statement  that  there 
was  due  to  the  plaintiff  thereon,  from  the  person  named  as 
a  defendant,  a  specific  sum,  without  averring  that  the  de- 
fendant executed  or  delivered  the  instrument,  or  that  it 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  or  in  any  way  averring  the  defend- 
ant's liability  or  the  plaintiff's  title.  Such  a  mode  of  pleading 
would  be  so  loose,  vague  and  indefinite,  that  it  is  not  to  be 
assumed  that  the  legislature  intended  to  sanction  it.  This, 
however,  would  follow  if  the  clause  is  not  to  be  read  in 
connection  with  section  142  but  construed  alone  and  stricHy. 
How  are  issues  to  be  formed  under  such  a  complaint  or  one 
dispensing  with  the  requirements  of  section  142?  Take 
the  present  case.  The  instrument  is  a  promissory  note; 
three'  parties  are  impleaded  as  defendants ;  a  copy  of  the 
instrument  is  given  accompanied  by  a  statement  that  there 
is  due  thereon,  from  the  persons  named  as  defendants,  a  spe- 
cified sum  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  and  there  is  nothing 
more.  The  defendants  may  interpose  by  answer  a  denial, 
but  what  issue  or  issues  will  be  thereby  framed  ?  There  is 
but  a  single  fact  alleged  and  that  in  the  most  general  form 
upon  which  an  issue  can  be  taken,  viz.,  that  there  is  due  from 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffi,  upon  the  instrument  the  sum 
named.  By  denying  this  would  it  put  in  issue  the  making 
of  the  note  by  Burdick  and  Finn  as  copartners  and  the  plain- 
tiff's title  to  it  ?  Manifestly  not.     Nor  did  the  pleader  in  this 
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case  BO  understand  it.  It  is  averred  that  Bnrdick  and  Finn 
made  the  note  as  copartners,  a  copy  of  which  is  set  out ;  that 
the  defendant  Gandall  indorsed  it,  and  that  the  plaintiffi  are 
the  owners  and  holders ;  all  of  which  was  unnecessary  if  the 
provisions  of  section  142  are  dispensed  with  by  section  162, 
where  the  "action  is  founded  upon  an  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money  only."  Although  the  intended  purpose 
of  the  last  clause  of  section  162  is  not  clear,  I  am  inclined  to 
the  opinion  that  it  »was  meant  that  where  the  action  or 
defense  was  founded  upon  an  instrument  for  the  payment 
of  money  only,  instead  of  setting  forth  the  instrument 
according  to  its  legal  effect  m  the  body  of  the  complaint 
or  answer,  it  should  be  sufficient  for  the  party  to  give  a 
copy  of  it.  Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  it  is  too  improbable 
to  suppose  that  it  was  intended  in  any  class  of  actions,  that 
a  complaint  should  be  good,  that  did  not  upon  its  face  either 
by  direct  averment,  or  by  giving  a  copy  of  the  instrument 
upon  which  the  action  was  founded,  with  allegations  con- 
necting the  parties  with  it  or  unitedly  showing  a  cause  of 
action;  or  which  did  not  contain  material  allegations  to 
that  end,  or  upon  which  issues  might  be  taken ;  or  if  not 
taken,  judgment  would  legally  pass  against  the  impleaded 
parties  by  default.  In  this  case  the  instrument  (a  copy  of 
which  is  given)  purports  to  be  for  the  payment  of  money, 
but  without  the  averment  that  it  was  made  by  Burdick 
and  Finn,  named  as  defendants,  as  co-partners,  and  the 
plaintiffs'  title  to  it  appears  in  some  way  (neither  of  which 
facts  is  to  be  implied  from  the  instrument  itself)  there  would 
be  no  statement  of  a  cause  of  action  by  the  plaintiff  against 
them.  There  is  certainly  no  cause  of  action  shown,  where 
the  facts  upon  which  a  plaintiff  grounds  his  right  to  recover 
against  a  party,  whom  he  may  choose  to  implead  as  a  defend- 
ant, do  not  affirmatively,  or  by  implication,  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  pleadings. 

Beyond  question,  the  complaint  we  are  considering  was 
sufficient  against  the  defendants,  Burdick  and  Finn.  Their 
liability  and  the  plaintiff's  title  appear  affirmatively  or  by 
implication  in  the  pleading.     It  is  alleged  that  as  copartners 
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they  made  a  certain  promissory  note,  of  which  a  copy  is 
given^  instead  of  stating  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrmnent ; 
and  that  the  plaintiffi  ai*e  the  owners  and  holders  thereof,  and 
that  the  whole  amonnt  is  due.  Kothing  more  was  required. 
The  instrmnent  itself  declares  the  liability  of  its  makers.  It 
contains  an  absolute  promise  of  the  makers  to  pay  a  snm  of 
money,  to  its  lawftd  holder,  at  the  time  specified.  There  are 
no  conditions  to  the  promise.  The  instmment  is  evidence 
of  the  amount  of  the  debt,  and  the  effluxion  of  time  by  its 
terms  files  their  liability.  If  the  plaintiffs  have  title  to  the 
note  at  Its  maturity  thiey  are  the  parties  to  whom  the  obli- 
gation of  absolute  payment  is  due.  By  proof  on  the  trial 
of  the  making  of  the  note  by  the  firm,  and  the  plaintiffi'  title 
to  it,  their  right  to  recover  as  against  the  makers  is  estab- 
lished. But  it  is  not  so  as  against  the  defendant  Gandall. 
Alleging  and  proving  simply  that  he  indorsed  a  note  pay- 
able to  his  order  would  create  no  liability  on  his  part  to  the 
holder.  The  law  implies  no  contract  to  pay  absolutely  from 
the  mere  indorsement  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note. 
Gandall's  indorsement  is  averred  in  this  complaint,  and 
nothing  more  affecting  him.  If  this  fact  had  been  put  in 
issue  and  proved  on  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  would  not  have 
been  entitled  to  recover  against  him.  His  promise  is  con- 
ditional, and  his  liability  depends  upon  facts  outside  of  the 
instrument  on  which  his  indorsement  is  made.  An  action 
as  against  him  is  founded  on  something  more  than  an  instm- 
ment for  the  payment  of  money  only,  even  though  it  should 
be  considered  that  section  162  of  the  Code  would  embrace 
the  case  of  the  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  whose  promise 
is  contained  in  civil  contract  evidenced  by  the  instrument 
itself.  Payment  of  the  note  must  be  first  properly  demanded 
by  the  makers,  and  due  notice  given  to  the  indorser  before 
any  legal  liability  attaches  to  the  latter.  A  complaint  that 
does  not  aver  facts^  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  recover  against 
a  party,  and  they  do  not  appear  in  the  instrument  set  forth 
or  to  be  implied  therefrom,  must  be  defective.  If  it  be 
necessary  as  against  an  indorser  (which  it  unquestionably  is) 
to  establish  his  liability,  to  prove  a  demand  of  payment  and 
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notice  of  dishonor  of  the  note,  it  ie  incumbent  upon  the 
pleader  to  state  these  facts,  otherwise  the  canse  of  action  is 
defectively  stated. 

Whatever,  therefore,  may  have  been  the  l^islative  pur^ 
pose  in  the  enactment  of  section  162,  it  was  not  intended  to 
include  the  case  of  a  party  whose  liability  was  not  absolutely 
fixed  by  and  expressed  in  the  instrument,  bnt  depended  for  its 
ever  attaching  on  conditions  precedent.  Nor  do  I  think  in 
any  case,  even  in  that  of  the  makers  of  a  promissory  note, 
the  efiect  of  the  section  is  to  dispense  with  the  requirements 
of  section  142.  A  complaint  that  did  not  cover  the  making  of 
a  promissory  note,  of  which  a  copy  was  given  by  the  persons 
sought  to  be  charged  as  makers,  nor  showed  that  the  plaintijBT 
was  the  owner  and  holder,  would  in  my  judgment  be  bad  on 
demurrer.  If  this  were  not  so,  the  system  of  pleading  inau- 
gurated by  this  Code  would  be  immeasurably  more  vague 
and  indefinite  than  that  which  it  assumed  to  supplant. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Ingbaham,  J.  Since  the  case  of  KeteUas  v.  I£yer9  (19 
K.  Y.,  231),  I  have  considered  the  law  as  settled,  that  in  an 
action  upon  a  promissory  note  or  other  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money  solely,  it  was  sufiicient  in  the  complaint 
to  give  a  copy  of  the  note,  and  state  that  there  is  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  fi^>m  any  party  to  tiie  note,  the  sum  due  thereon. 
To  answer  this  complaint,  a  simple  denial  of  indebtedness 
would  be  sufiBicient  to  put  in  issue  everything  connected  with 
the  note  and  claim,  unless,  perhaps,  the  execution  of  the  not^ 

The  case  of  PrincUe  v.  Caruthers  (15  N.  Y.,  425)  held 
this  doctrine  upon  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money 
other  than  a  note.  In  that  case  no  cause  of  action  under 
the  ordinary  rules  of  pleading,  was  stated  in  the  complaint. 
The  court  say,  "  The  complaint  implies  that  the  plaintiff  owns 
the  instrument  in  some  legal  way,  and  that  the  event  has 
happened  on  which  the  payment  depends."  The  same  rule, 
applied  to  this  case,  would  imply  that  the  defendant  indorsed 
the  note,  that  the  note  had  become  payable,  and  had  been 
duly  protested  by  which  the  defendant  became  indebted  upon 
30 
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the  note,  bo  that  the  event  has  happened  upon  which  the  paj- 
xient  depends.  I  see  Ho  more  necessity  of  averring  demand 
of  payment,  and  notice  to  an  indorser  nnder  this  section  of 
the  Oode,  than  to  aver  a  demand  of  payment  at  a  bank 
where  the  note  is  so  payable,  to  charge  the  maker.  Such  a 
demand,  in  both  cases  would  be  necessarily  averred  in  an 
ordinary  pleading. 

The  necessity  for  such  a  mode  of  pleading  in  regard  to  lia- 
bility of  indorsers  upon  notes  had  been  dispensed  with  before 
the  Code,  and  quite  as  loose  a  style  of  pleading  introduced 
when  a  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  sue  makers  and  indorsers 
together  under  the  money  counts,  and  indorse  a  copy  of  the 
note  upon  the  pleadings. 

It  was  never  held  or  suggested  then  that  there  must  be  an 
averment  of  demand  and  notice  to  hold  an  indorser  liable 
under  such  a  pleading.  That  statute  provided  that  the 
plaintiff  in  any  action  on  promissory  notes  may  deduce  upon 
the  money  counts  alone,  and  the  note  be  given  in  evidence 
where  a  copy  had  been  served  as  to  aU  the  parties.  (2  E.  S., 
p.  276,  2d  ed.) 

The  evident  intent  of  the  authors  of  the  Oode  was  to  apply 
the  same  rules  of  pleading  to  actions  upon  notes  brought 
under  the  Oode,  excepting  that  in  lieu  of  allowing  the  money 
counts  to  be  used,  as  that  system  of  pleading  was  abolished, 
they  substituting  a  more  simple  all^ation  of  indebtedness 
with  a  copy  of  the  note,  to  be  substituted  for  it.  This  mode 
of  pleading  is  just  as  appropriate  to  an  indorser  as  a  maker, 
and  there  is  no  more  reason  why  an  indorser  should  not  be 
sued  in  this  way  than  the  maker.  I  do  not  see  how  any 
force  can  be  given  to  that  section  of  the  Oode,  except  by 
applying  it  to  all  the  parties  to  a  note  with  the  same  effect. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Johnson  Ltitle,  Administrator,  etc.,  Appellant,  v.  Alfeed 
Denn,  Respondent. 

The  question  of  a  right  of  way,  either  public  or  private  is  a  question  of  title  to 
real  estate  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try:  per  John- 
SON)  J. 

"Where  the  plaintiff  sues  before  a  justice  for  an  obstruction  of  the  highway,  if  the 
defendant  desires  to  raise  the  question  of  title,  or  right  of  way,  he  should, 
at  the  time  of  answering,  have  delivered  to  the  justice  the  undertaking  pre- 
scribed by  section  66  of  the  Ck>de.  Having  failed  to  do  that,  he  cannot 
afterward  question  the  existence  of  the  highway. 

But  the  defendant  may,  by  prc^r  evidence,  show  the  established  boundaries  of 
the  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  alleged  obstruction  was  not 
within  such  boundaries.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  such  action, 
he  must  prove  the  existence  of  the  highway  by  other  evidence  than  the  mere 
user  by  the  pubUc  for  the  term  of  one  year. 

The  question  of  encroachment  upon  the  highway,  may  be  determined  without 
involving  the  question  of  title — ^it  may  be  simply  a  questien  of  boundary. 

The  action  was  brought  in  a  justice's  court  by  the  plaintiff 
as  commissioner  of  highways  of  the  town  of  Baldwin,  in  the 
county  of  Chemung,  to  recover  a  penalty  of  five  dollars  for 
obstructing  a  highway,  under  1  K.  S.,  521,  §  202.  The 
complaint  alleged  that  the  highway  was  duly  laid  out  in  the 
year  1852,  and  that  after  it  was  laid  out,  opened,  marked, 
used,  and  traveled,  the  deponent,  on  or  about  the  years 
1856  and  1857  built  a  fence  across  it  and  entirely  obstructed 
it,  and  that  he  kept  up  and  continued  such  obstruction.  The 
defendant  denied  each  and  every  allegation  of  the  complaint, 
and  denied  that  any  road  was  ever  laid  out  or  marked,  and 
alleged  that  if  any  steps  had  been  taken  to  lay  out  a  road 
they  were  irregular  and  void  and  contrary  to  the  statute. 
He  also  alleged,  in  his  answer,  that  the  road  alleged  by 
the  plaintiff  to  have  been  laid  out,  opened  and  used  was 
afterward  altered  by  the  commissioner  of  highways,  so  as  to 
authorize  the  location  of  the  defendant's  fence  as  it  was 
located.  The  defendant  did  not  give  or  offer  any  security  as 
required  by  section  56  of  the  Cod^  where  title  to  real  property 
comes  in  question  in  the  action.     Issue  was  joined  on  the  30th 
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of  August,  1868,  and  the  cause  was  tried  before  the  justice 
and  a  jury  on  the  24:th  of  September,  1858.  On  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  proved  by  one  witness  that  there  was  a  road  running 
on  the  line  between  the  defendant's  farm  atid  the  adjoining 
farm,  part  of  the  way,  and  part  of  the  way  wholly  on  the 
defendant's  farm,  which  was  traveled  by  the  public,  and 
while  it  was  so  being  used  by  the  public,  ha  wa&  ordered  by 
the  defendant  to  haul  logs  into  it,  and  did  so,  and  the 
defendant  built  a  fence  across  the  road  so  as  entirely  to 
obstruct  the  travel,  which  obstruction  still  remained.  On 
his  cross-examination,  the  witness  testified,  that  it  had  been 
traveled  about  a  year  before  it  was  fenced  up  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  was  fenced  up  the  next  fall  after  it  was  cut  open. 
It  appeared  that  the  road  had  been  opened  through  the 
woods,  and  the  defendant  cleared  up  to  it  and  fenced  across 
it.  The  plaintiff  offered  no  evidence  that  it  had  ever  been 
laid  out  as  a  highway,  and  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  it  had  been  used  by  the  public  over  one  year,  when  it 
was  obstructed  by  the  defendant.  When  the  plaintiff  rested^ 
the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  groimd  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  shown  the  existence  of  any  highway,  either 
by  user  or  any  act  of  public  authority. 

The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  Ihe  order  of  the 
commissioner  of  highways,  laying  out  the  road  in  question 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  by  the  courses  and  distances 
and  location,  the  obstruction  complained  of  was  not  in  any 
part  of  the  highway.  This  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff 
on  the  grounds:  1.  That  such  proof  raises  and  draws  in  ques- 
tion the  title  to  land.  2.  That  the  court  could  not  try  the 
question  whether  the  road  was  or  was  not  laid  out  by  the  com- 
missionerSy  but  only  the  question  whether  the  road  was  used 
as  a  highway.  3.  That  the  defendant  had  admitted  the 
existence  of  the  highway  as  alleged,  by  not  pleading  title- 
4.  That  the  evidence  offered  was  immaterial.  The  justice 
sustained  the  objection  and  excluded  the  evidence,  and  the 
defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  then  offered  the  mak- 
ing and  filing  of  an  order  laying  out  said  highway,  for  the 
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pxirpoBe  of  ahowing  that  it  was  a  laid  out  highway,  and  not 
one  eetablifihed  by  public  use  meirely ;  and  aldo  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  it  was  void,  for  the  reason  that  no 
courses  and  distances  were  contained  in  it. '  This  wae  objected 
to  for  the  same  reason  as  the  other,  and  was  excluded. 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  On 
appeal  by  the  defendant,  to  the  county  court  of  Chemung 
county,  tixe  judgment  in  the  justice's  court  was  reversed. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court, 
where  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  was  affirmed,  and 
he  now  brings  his  appeal  to  this  court.  The  case  here  is 
submitted  on  printed  brie&  and  x>omts. 

JE.  JET.  JBenriy  for  the  appellant. 

J.  Serran^  for  the  respondent. 

Johnson,  J.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  question  of  a  right 
of  way,  fidiher  public  or  private,  is  a  question  of  title  to  real 
property  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
try.  {HandaU  r.  OrandaU^  1  Hill,  342,  and  cases  cited.) 
There  is  no  question  in  respect  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
justice  to  try  and  determine  the  action.  If  the  defendant 
had  wished  to  raise  that  question  he  should,  at  the  time  of 
answering,  have  delivered  to  the  justice  the  written  under- 
taking  prescribed  by  section  56  of  the  Code.  Kot  having 
done  so,  he  was  precluded  from  drawing  the  title,  or  right  of 
way,  in  question  in  his  defense.  (Code,  §  68.)  Unless  it  was 
made  to  appear  by  the  plaintiff's  own  showing  that  the  right 
and  title  of  the  public  to  the  highway  was  in  question,  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  justice  to  proceed  with  and  render  judg- 
ment. The  plaintiff  proved  that  there  was  a  road  along  the 
line  of  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  part  of  the  way  across 
them,  which  was  opened  and  used  by  the  public,  and  that 
the  defendant  built  a  fence  entirely  across  it,  so  as  to  shut 
out  completely  all  travel.  Upon  the  cross-examination  of 
the  plaintiff's  witness  by  the  defendant,  it  appeared  that  the 
road  had  only  been  opened  and  traveled  about  a  year  whean 
it  was  thu^  obstructed.    Was  this,  under  the  circumatances. 
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sufficient  evidence  to  prove  that  tiie  defendant  had  obBtmcted 
a  highway?  The  pnblic  were  then  naing  it  as  a  highway, 
and  the  defendant  was  precluded  from  raising  the  question 
of  right  to  a  highway  on  his  premises  if  the  evidence  was 
sufficient  to  establish  the  pnblic  right  prima  fdoie.  The 
defendant  had  not  admitted  either  that  it  was  a  highway,  or 
that  he  had  obstructed  it,  by  omitting  to  deliver  the  under- 
taking. But  he  was  not'  at  liberty  to  raise  any  question  in 
regard  to  the  public  right  if  the  plaintiff  gave  any  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  it  was  a  highway.  The  plaintiff, 
undoubtedly,  to  entitle  himself  to  recover,  was  obliged  to 
give  evidence  not  only  of  the  obstruction,  but  that  it  was  in 
a  highway  also.  And  this,  it  is  claimed,  he  6xA^  prima  facie, 
when  he  showed  that  it  was  a  road  the  public  had  used  as  a 
highway  a  year  or  more.  But  this  did  not  prove  that  it  was 
a  highway  by  user,  nor  tend  to  prove  it.  The  right  by  user  is 
only  made  out  by  evidence  of  use  and  occupation  twenty 
years  or  more.  Nothing  short  of  that  wiU  answer,  and,  as 
the  plaintiff  gave  no  evidence  of  its  being  a  laid  out  highway 
under  the  statute,  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  any  public 
right  had  been  encroached  upon,  and  the  plaintiff  should,  I 
think,  have  been  nonsuited. 

But  conceding  that  the  evidence  was,  prima  fade,  suffi- 
cient to  establish  some  right  in  the  public,  the  defendant 
most  clearly  was  entitled  to  show  in  what  manner  it  was 
acquired,  and  if  it  was  by  proceedings  under  the  statute,  to 
introduce  the  order  laying  out  the  highway  in  question,  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  alleged  obstruction  was  not 
within  the  bounds  of  the  highway.  That  was  the  only  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  offered  by  the  first  offer.  I  do  not  see 
why  the  evidence  was  riot  competent  for  that  purpose.  In 
that  view  and  for  that  purpose  the  order  did  not  draw  the 
title  of  the  public  in  question  but  conceded  it,  and  merely 
raised  the  question  of  boundary.  In  actions  of  this  kind 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  I  think,  that  the  question  whether 
the  alleged  obstruction  is  within  the  bounds  of  the  highway, 
is  always  open  to  proof  by  the  defendant.  It  is  a  question 
which  does  not  properly  involve  title,  but  is  entirely  distinct 
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and  separate  from  it.  It  admits  title  and  seeks  only  to  define 
and  fix  the  boundaries.  This  was  so  held  in  ^leet  v.  Yotmgs 
(7  Wend.,  291,  299).  The  court  say  the  question  of 
encroachment  may  be  determined  without  an  investigation 
of  the  title,  "  the  question  was,  where  was  the  boundary  of  the 
road,  not  who  owned  the  land."  The  road  was  shown  to 
have  been  upon  the  defendant's  land,  and  it  would  be  strange 
indeed  if  he  could  be  rightfully  precluded  from  showing  its 
limits  and  boundaries.  The  law  is  not  so  unreasonable  as  to 
presume  that  a  public  highway  is  without  definite  bound- 
aries, or  that  it  embraces  an  entire  farm,  and  in  a  case  where 
he  cannot  dispute  the  right  to  a  highway,  will  allow  the 
owner  of  the  land,  for  his  own  protection,  to  show  where 
the  right  is  located  by  way  of  defense.  The  plaintiff  might 
clearly  have  introduced  the  order  in  evidence  and  that  would 
have  shown  where  the  highway  was  located  through  the 
defendant's  landL  But  he  preferred  to  resort  to,  and  rest 
upon,  other  evidence  of  to  inferior  character.  But  this  did 
not  affect  the  rights  of  the  defendant  when  he  entered  upon ' 
his  defense.  He  was  then  entitled  to  show,  if  he  could,  where 
the  highway,  to  which  the  people  had  an  undisputed  right, 
was,  and  that  he  had  not  obstructed  it,,  but  had  built  the 
fence  alleged  to  be  an  obstruction  on^ome  other  part  of  his 
land.  This  question  the  justice  was  clearly  competent  to  try, 
being  a  question  of  boxmdary  lines  merely,  and  not  one  of  title 
to  land.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court  was  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 
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Janib  Stbbbins  and  another  v.  MATTHiAfi  Howbll. 

Where  defendaHt  by  fraudulent  representation  procured  plaintiflSs  to  release 
their  mortgage  lien  upon  certain  premises,  and  before  discovery  of  the  ihiud 
the  title  \o  said  premises  bad  been  so  conveyed  that  the'  lien  could  not  be 
restored,  the  plaintiffs  will  be  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  defendant  for 
the  amount  of  the  lien  so  released. 

The  plaintiffs  held  a  mortgage  given  in  February,  1856, 
for  $6,500,  on  two  building  lots  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
In  March,  1857,  certain  parties  who  had  become  owners 
in  fee  of  the  mortgaged  premises  contracted  to  sell  the  lots 
to  the  defendant,  Howell,  he  agreeing  to  erect  a  dwelling- 
house  on  each  lot,  of  a  description  given  in  such  agreement 
and  to  complete  the  same  by  the  1st  day  of  Marcli,  1858. 
Howell  was  entitled  to  a  deed  of  the  premises  when  the 
houses  were  inclosed  on  paying  the  purchase-money  less 
the  plaintiffs'  mortgage ;  and  the  deed  was  to  contain  a  clause 
binding  and  subjecting  Howell  to  the  payment  of  the  incum- 
brance. Howell  commenced  immediately  to  build  the 
houses  under  the  agreement.  In  August  1857,  while  the  houses 
were  in  process  of  construction,  and  had  become  inclosed, 
Howell,  by  representing  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  these  Ipts,  and  that  he  desired  to  have  them 
release  the  mortgage  lien  on  one  of  these  lots  and  loan  him 
the  flirther  sum  of  $1,000  on  the  remaining  lot,  he  procured 
them  to  release  the  said  mortgage  lien  on  one  of  the  lots, 
and  after  obtaining  said  release  and  procuring  the  same  to 
be  recorded,  he  refused  to  take  the  loan  and  give  the 
security  promised.  The  representations  of  the  said  Howell 
in  respect  to  his  ownership  of  the  said  lots  was  fitlse,  and  he 
acted  in  bad  faith  in  procuring  the  release  of  the  mortgage 
lien  upon  said  lot.  The  plaintiff  on  discovering  the  fraud 
of  Howell,  commenced  their  action  against  him,  setting  forth 
in  their  complaint  the  above  facts,  and  also,  that  the  said 
Howell  was  not  the  owner  in  fee  of  either  of  said  lots,  but 
only  the  holder  of  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
the  same.    That  the  fee  in  the  remainiog  lot  was  in  one 
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Browning,  subject  to  the  agreement  for  purohase,  held  by 
Howell;  the  said  Browning  was  made  a  party  defendant. 
That  the  interest  of  Browning  in  said  lot  was  abont  $1,600. 
That  plaintiffs  had  applied  to  Browning  for  his  consent  in 
writing  to  have  the  whole  amonnt  due  on  the  mortgage 
charged  upon  said  lot,  the  fee  of  which  was  in  him.  But  he 
reftised  to  consent  to  the  same.  The  plaintiff,  among  other 
things,  pray  for  an  injunction  against  Howell  and  Browning 
and  each  of  them,  restraining  them  from  conveying,  or  in 
any  manner  incumbering  the  said  lots  of  ground  or  any  por- 
tion thereof.  The  plaintiflfe  also  prayed  that  Howell  should 
be  directed  to  restore  the  said  mortgage  lien  upon  said  lot ; 
or  that  he  should  be  desired  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum 
of  $2,750  and  interest,  as  the  consideration  of  the  release  of 
the  mortgage  lien,  thus  fraudulently  obtained  by  him.  The 
prayer  for  injunction  was  granted. 

At  the  Special  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  first 
district,  held  in  June,  1858,  the  judge  found  the  above  facts 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiflfe,  and  the  fraudulent  conduct 
of  the  defendant,  Howell,  and  found  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  payment  by  the  defendant 
Howell,  of  the  sum  of  $2,750,  being  one-half  the  amount 
due  upon  said  mortgage,  with  interest  from  the  26th  Septem- 
ber, 1857,  and  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  same  and  for 
costs  against  the  defendant  Howell.  Howell  appealed  to 
the  General  Term  where  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Term 
was  affirmed,  and  he  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

John  P.  Crodbf/y  for  the  respondents. 

Solomon  L.  HvUy  for  the  appellant. 

WRiaHT,J.  The  case  is  {his.  The  plaintiflfe  held  a  mortgage, 
given  in  February,  1866,  for  $5,500,  on  two  building  lots  in 
the  city  of  New  York.  In  March,  1857,  certain  parties  who 
had  became  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  mortgaged  premises  con- 
tracted to  sell  the  lots  to  the  defendant  Howell,  he  agreeing 
to  erect  a  dwelling-house  on  each  lot,  of  a  definite  description, 

and  complete  the  same  by  the  first  of  March,  1858.  •  Howell 
31 
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was  to  be  entitled  to  a  deed  of  the  premises  when  the  honses 
were  inclosed  on  paying  the  pnrehase-money,  less  the  plain- 
tijOb'  mortgage;  and  the  deed  was  to  contain  a  clause  sub- 
jecting and  binding  him  to  the  payment  of  the  incumbrance. 
Howell  commenced  forthwith  to  build  the  houses  under  the 
agreement.  In  August,  1857,  while  the  houses  were  being 
built,  and  were  inclosed,  by  a  fraud  of  Howell  or  bad  faith 
on  his  part,  the  plainti£&  lost  the  lien  of  their  mortgage  on 
one  of  the  lots,  and  the  other  may  or  may  not  be  ample 
security  for  the  sum  of  $5,500.  It  certainly  is  not  without 
the  building  on  it.  But  whether  it  is  or  not  is  of  no  conse- 
quence whatever.  Howell  paid  nothing  for  the  release  of  the 
lien  of  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage,  and  never  had  any  right  to  it, 
except  upon  his  performing  in  good  faith  the  contract  in  pur- 
suance of  which  the  delivery  of  the  release  was  anticipated. 
In  August,  1857,  representing  himself  to  the  plaintiffi  to  be 
the  owner  of  both  lots,  when  in  fact,  he  had  the  title  to 
neither,  he  applied  to  them  to  release  the  mortgage  lien  on 
one  of  the  lots,  and  lend  him  an  additional  smn  on  the 
remaining  lot.  It  was  agreed  to  release  the  lien  on  one  lot 
and  loan  him  the  ftirther  sum  of  $1,000  which  was  after- 
ward extended  to  $1,500  on  the  other  lot.  Of  course  the 
lease  and  the  additional  loan  were  intended  to  be  simultane- 
ous transactions;  and  the  agreement  for  both  was  manifestly 
based'on  the  supposition  that  Howell  was  the  owner  of  the 
whole  mortgaged  premises.  Otherwise  the  release  of  one- 
half  of  the  premises  from  the  operation  of  the  mortgage  was 
without  any  consideration  whatever,  and  the  plaintiffi  were 
placed  in  jeopardy  of  a  loss  of  one-half  their  mortgage  debt. 
The  agreement  was  not  immediately  consummated,  and  in 
the  meanwhile,  under  the  pretense  that  he  would  carry  it 
out,  and  the  plaintiff  relying  on  his  good  faith,  Howell 
obtained  the  release,  and  afterward  persistently  declined  to 
perform  on  his  part,  although  there  was  no  difficulty  in  his 
doing  so.  It  turned  out  that  he  had  but  an  equitable  interest 
in  the  lot  not  released,  but  was  entitled  to  a  deed  of  the  same 
on  the  payment  of  $1,500 — ^the  exact  amount  which  the  new 
loan  would  have  extinguished  had  the  agreement  been  carried 
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out,  and  the  party  holding  the  fee  was  ready  and  willing  to 
execute  such  conreyance  to  him  on  receiving  that  sum.  After 
procuring  the  release,  however,  and  having  it  recorded,  he 
refused  to  proceed  any  further  in  consummating  the  agree- 
ment, and  giving  as  the  reason  for  non-performance  on  his 
part,  that  the  money  was  not  forthcoming  from  the  plaintiffs 
when  he  wanted  it ;  that  the  time  had  gone  by  for  selling  the 
houses  on  the  lots,  and  he  would  have  to  pay  the  interest  and 
taxes  on  the  lot  not  released  from  the  lien  of  the  mortgage, 
which,  as  between  him  and  the  person  holding  the  title,  the 
latter  ought  to  pay. 

It  seems  to  me  to  require  but  a  simple  statement  of  the 
case  to  shov?*the  correctness  of  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below.  The  defendant,  Howell,  having  obtained  the  release, 
if  not  under  false  pretenses  and  misrepresentations,  or  con- 
cealment of  the  truth,  yet  without  any  consideration,  and 
without  carrying  out  the  arrrangement  into  which  he  had 
expressly  entered,  should  be  compelled  to  restore  the  plaintiffii 
to  their  former  conditions  as  to  the  security.  It  is  no  answer 
whatever  to  him  that,  as  that  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
with  the  building  thereon  is  worth  double  the  sum  secured 
by  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage,  no  damage  could  result  to  them 
by  his  surreptitiously  obtaining  a  release,  of  one-half  the 
mortgaged  premises.  The  value  of  their  security  is  lessened 
one-half,  and  to  that  extent  by  the  defendant's  fraud  or  bad 
faith  they  are  put  in  jeopardy  of  loss.  As  the  release  could 
not  be  recalled,  and  that  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
released  was  of  equal  value  with  what  remains  subject  to  the 
lien,  the  only  equitable  mode  of  restoring  the  plaintiffs  to 
their  original  condition  as  their  security,  was  that  adopted. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed. 

Concurring,  Mullin,  Johksobt,  Davtbs  and  Ingbaham,  JJ. 

HoGEBOoM,  J.,  read  for  modification.  Dento,  Ch.  J.,  did 
not  vote. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

HooEBOOM,  J.  On  the  17th  day  of  July,  1857,  the  plain- 
ti&  were  the  owners  of  a  bond  and  mortgage  made  by 
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Elkanah.  Isaacs^  dated  February  25^,  1856^  on  whieh  there 
was  remaimng  due  the  sum  of  $5,500. 

This  mortgage  was  the  first  lien  on  two  lots  in  Eleyenth 
street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  numbered  4  and  6  on  the 
diagram  on  page  12  of  the  case.  The  defendant,  Howell, 
erected  on  ea^h  of  said  lots,  houses ;  and,  pursuant  to  the 
agreement  proved  in  the  case,  was  aititled  to  a  conveyance 
of  No.  4  from  Richard  Lawrence,  who  held  the  fee ;  and  was 
entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  No.  5  from  Theodore  Browning, 
on  paying  $1,500  to  said  Browning. 

The  house  and  lot  No.  5  was  worth,  as  the  couirt  below 
found,  at  least  $14,000.  The  plaintiffs  about  the  8th  of 
August,  1857,  at  defendant's  (Howell),  request,  to  release 
the  house  and  lot  No.  4  from  their  mortgage  and  hold  the 
whole  amount  thereof  against  No.  5 ;  and,  in  addition,  to 
loan  thereon  the  further  sum  of  $1,000  which  was  afterward 
agreed  should  be  $1,500  instead  of  $1,000  ;  thus  making,  if 
the  arrangement  was  carried  out,  plaintil6&'  mortgages  ou 
No.  5,  $7,000. 

The  plaintiff  executed  and  delivered  to  d^endant,  Howell, 
the  release  of  No.  4  firom  said  mortgage,  and  thereupon 
Howell  immediately  executed  and  delivered  to  the  Resolute 
Fire  Insurance  Company  a  mwtgage  upon  the  house  and  lot 
so  released  to  secure  the  payment  of  $6,500  loaned  by  them. 
At  the  time  of  executing  and  delivering  said  release,  the 
plaintiffs  supposed  said  Howell  held  the  fee  of  both  No.  4 
and  No.  5,  they  never  having  had  any  notice  to  the  contrary. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  fee  of  No.  4  was  then  held  by  said 
Lawrence,  and  the  fee  of  No.  5  was  held  by  said  Browning, 
subject  to  said  Howell's  right  to  receive  a  conveyance  as 
above  mentioned.  And  at  Uie  time  of  receiving  the  release, 
said  Howell  transferred  to  plaintiffs  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
bouse  and  lot  No.  5,  for  $5,000,  as  security  for  their  mort- 
gage. 

According  to  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  court,  the  addi- 
tional loan  of  $1,500  was  never  consummated,  by  reason  of  the 
nourperformance  on  the  pai*t  of  said  Howell  of  his  agree- 
ment, and  he  refused  to  take  the  money. 
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This  led  to  an  invefttigation  of  the  title  by  ihe  plaintiffs, 
and  it  was  ascertained  that  Howell  never  had  the  legal  title 
to  the  property  in  question.  The  plainti&  then  commenced 
this  action,  asking  a  cancellation  of  the  release,  a  restoration 
of  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  over  both  lots  (4  and  5)  by  the 
removal  of  the  mortgage  of  the  Resolnte  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany, or  the  payment  by  Howell  to  the  plaintiffs  of  $2,760, 
and  interest,  as  the  consideration  of  said  release,  being  the 
portion  of  plaintiffs'  mortgage  which  Howell  assumed  to 
pay  in  his  purchase  from  Lawrence  of  lot  No.  4,  or  that  in 
default  thereof  tiie  interest  of  Howell  in  the  Lawrence  lot 
be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  payment  of  said  sum 
of  $2,750  and  interest,  and  if  insufficient  then  that  the 
Browning  lot  be  sold,  and  out  of  the  proceeds,  the  aforesaid 
deficiency  and  the  amount  due  Browning  be  paid,  the  said 
sale  to  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  remaining  $2,760 
and  interest,  due  on  the  plaintiffis'  mortgage*  The  cause 
was  tried  at  Special  Term  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  that 
court  gave  judgment  for  $2,760  with  interest  and  costs 
against  the  defendant,  Howell  (without  other  relief).  On 
appeal  by  Howell  to  the  General  Term,  the  judgment  was 
affirmed,  and,  thereupon,  the  defendant,  Howell,  appealed  to 
this  court. 

The  object  of  this  suit  seems  to  be  to  cancel  a  release 
executed  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant  Howell,  dis- 
charging lot  No.  4,  described  in  the  pleadings,  from  the 
operation  of  a  mortgage  held  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  amount 
of  $6,800,  and  covering  lots  Nos.  4  and  6,  and  to  restore 
the  lien  of  said  mortgage  over  both  of  said  lots,  or  that  said 
Howell  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  $2,760,  ono-half  of  said  mort- 
gage, being  the  amount  of  said  mortgage  which  said  Howell 
i^eed  to  assume  or  pay  when  he  contracted  to  purchase 
said  lot  No.  4  from  Bichard  Lawrence,  the  then  owner 
thereof;  and  this  last  branch  of  the  relief  sought,  to  wit, 
the  payment  of  the  said  $2,760  and  interest,  is  the  relief 
granted  by  the  court  which  tried  the  cause,  and  whose 
judgment  was  affirmed  at  the  Qoneral  Term. 


246  Stebbins  v.  Howbll.  [June, 

OpiniaD  of  the  Court,  per  Hoobboox,  J. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffB  founded  their  claim 
to  this  relief  appears  to  be  that  holding  this  mortgage  upon 
these  two  lots,  executed  by  one  Isaacs,  a  former  owner  thereof 
they  were  applied  to  by  Howell,  whom  they  supposed  to  be 
the  then  owner  of  these  lots,  to  release  one  of  them  (No.  4) 
from  the  operation  of  the  mortgage,  and  to  make  an  additional 
loan  of  $1,000,  afterward  increased  to  $1,500  on  the  remain- 
ing lot  (No.  5),  for  which,  with  the  dwelling-house  erected 
thereon  by  Howell,  it  was  claimed  to  be  good  security ;  that 
the  plaintiff  consented  to  make  this  loan,  and  subsequently 
applied  to  Howell  for  the  fdlfillment  of  the  contract,  which 
he  declined  to  make,  and  refused  to  take  the  money,  and  the 
plaintiffs  thereupon  instituting  Inquiries  as  to  the  state  of 
the  title,  for  the  first  time  ascertained  that  Howell  had 
not  the  legal  title  thereto,  but  only  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase thereof  from  Browning,  the  other  defendant,  to  whom 
there  was  owing  some  $1,500  of  unpaid  purchase-money, 
which  was  to  be  paid  before  he  could  be  compelled  to  trans- 
fer the  title  to  said  lot.  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  at  the 
time  of  soliciting  said  release  Howell  represented  himself  afi 
the  owner  of  said  lots,  which  Howell  denies.  The  finding 
of  the  court  upon  this  subject  is  "  that  when  said  release  was 
delivered  by  said  plaintiffs  to  said  defendants  they  were 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  the  fee  of  said  lot  No.  5,  was  held 
by  said  Browning,  and  had  no  notice  of  such  fact  from 
Howell,  and  were  led  to  suppose  by  his  silence,  and  by 
other  acts,  that  he  was  the  owner  thereof."  Immediately  on 
receiving  the  release  of  the  lot  (No.  4)  from  the  mortgage, 
Howell  executed  and  delivered  to  the  Eesolute  Insurance 
Company  a  mortgage  thereon  for  $6,500,  and  there  seems 
to  be  no  attempt  to  dispute  the  validity  or  honafide  character 
of  this  lien,  or  its  right  to  a  preference  over  one-half  of  the 
plaintiffi'  mortgage.  At  the  same  time,  Howell  executed  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  house 
upon  the  remaining  lot  (No.  5)  for  the  sum  of  $5,000.  This 
house  and  lot  (No.  5)  are  found  by  the  court  to  be  worth  at 
least  $14,000,  and  to  be  ample  security  for  the  loan  of  $6,500. 
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The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  claim  that  the  release  was 
obtained  from  them  by  fraud,  or  indirection,  or  false  repre- 
sentations, and  without  consideration  and  that  they  are 
consequently  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  com- 
plaint. They  cannot  obtain  that  branch  of  the  relief  which 
seeks  the  cancellation  of  the  release  and  the  restoration  of 
the  mortgage,  at  least  not  to  the  extent  prayed  for  in  the 
complaint,  because  they  have  not  made  the  Resolute  Insur- 
ance Company  a  party  to  this  action,  nor  sought  to  assail  the 
apparent  Jxma  fide  priority  which  they  have  obtained  by 
loaning  their  money  after  the  execution  and  probably  upon 
the  strength  of  the  release,  and  they  have  therefore  sought 
and  obtained  from  the  court  below  the  other  branch  of  relief 
prayed  for,  to  wit,  the  payment  of  $2,750,  with  interest. 
There  is  some  diflSculty  in  saying  that  such  relief  is  apposite 
to  the  case.  We  must  assume,  no  doubt,  for  the  court  has  so 
found,  that  the  defendant  Howell  has  violated  his  contract  in 
not  accepting  the  additional  sum  of  $1,600  agreed  to  be 
loaned,  and  yet  upon  the  theory  now  proposed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs they  would  have  been  in  a  worse  situation  by  just  that 
amount  if  they  had  in  fact  loaned  to  the  defendant  that  sum. 
In  another  particular,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  court 
below,  the  defendant  Howell  was  in  fault,  to  wit,  in  procur- 
ing the  release  of  the  lot  in  question  from  the  mortgage  and 
confining  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  to  the  remaining  lot  upon 
the  faith  of  Howell's  ownership  of  that  property.  It  would 
seem,  so  far  as  I  can  understand  the  testimony,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  willing  to  take  security  upon  lot  No.  6  to 
the  whole  amount  of  the  $5,500  mortgage,  and  the  additional 
$1,500  which  they  proposed  to  loan  to  the  defendant  Howell, 
provided  Howell  was  the  owner  thereof,  which  Howell  led 
them  to  believe,  if  he  did  not  actually  represent  that  he  was. 

It  turned  out  that  he  was  not  the  owner,  or,  if  the  equita- 
ble owner,  that  there  was  an  equitable  lien  in  favor  of 
Browning  which  intervened  between  one  half  in  amount  of 
this  mortgage  ($2,750)  and  the  remaining  half  and  said  sum 
of  $1,500,  and  the  question  is  to  what  relief,  if  any,  are  the 
plaintiffs  entitled.      They  have  lost  their  remedy  against 
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the  property  released,  or  at  least  it  is  to  be  postponed  to  the 
mortgage  of  the  Besolnte  Insurance  Company,  and  perhaps 
this  &ot,  more  than  any  other,  gives  the  cine  to  the  relief  to 
which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled.  .  They  are  entitled  to  pre* 
serve  the  lien  of  their  mortgage  intact  against  the  lot  not 
released  (No.  5),  that  is,  if  it  has  not  been  impaired  by  the 
release  of  lot  No.  4,  which  is  a  question  as  to  the  extent  of 
contribution  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Browning,  which 
does  not  appear  to  be  raised  in  the  case,  at  least  not  on  this 
appeal  They  are  entitled  to  have  the  lien  of  their  nK>rtgago 
restored  upon  lot  INo.  4  except  as  against  the  mortgage  of  the 
Besolute  Insurance  Company,  and  to  have  such  interest  as 
Howell  had  in  the  premises  after  the  lien  of  sudi  mortgage, 
sold  on  a  foreclosure  of  their  own  mortgage,  and  i^  on  the 
foreclosure  of  mortgage  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  mortgaged 
premises  shall  prove  insufficient  to  pay  the  mortgage,  I  do 
not  see  why  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  a  decree  against 
Howel\  for  the  deficiency,  on  the  ground  that  this  was  the 
legitimate  and  accurate  measure  of  the  damages  they  bad 
sustained  by  the  act  of  Howell  in  improperly  procuring  the 
release  in  question.  And  this  seems  to  me  the  extent  of 
the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled.  This  is  not  an 
action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage.  Indeed, 
the  t^ms  of  it  are  not  set  forth  so  as  to  enable  us  to  ascertain 
whether  it  is  yet  due.  The  relief,  therefore,  which  the 
plaintiffs  obtained  at  Special  Term  was  not  germane  to 
ihe  case  and  diould  be  modified,  I  think,  in  accordance 
with  the  above  suggestions.  As  the  defendant  was  in  fault, 
and  denied  alt(^ther  the  plaintifis'  title  to  any  relief,  he 
was  peiiiaps  rightfully  subjected  to  the  costs  of  the  original 
judgment  It  is  true  the  plaintiffs  might  have  postponed 
their  action  against  Howell,  until  their  mortgage  became  due, 
and  sought  the  relief  for  which  they  now  apply  in  that  action. 
But  that  course  would  have  exposed  the  plaintiflfe  to  the 
danger  of  losing  their  lien  on  lot  ISo.  4  by  a  sale  of  those 
premises  by  Howell  to  a  bona  ^fide  purchaser  having  no 
knowledge  of  plaintiffs'  claim.  I  incline  to  think,  therefore, 
he  was  justified  in  instituting  an  action  to  restore  the  lien 
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of  his  mortgage  and  at  the  same  time  to  prevent,  by  injunc- 
tion, the  transfer  or  incumbering  of  the  property  until  such 
lien  was  re-instated,  and  this  is  a  portion  of  the  reiief  in  fact 
claimed  by  them  in  the  complaint  in  this  action. 

I  am  fur  a  modification  of  the  judgment  in  accordance 
with  these  views. 
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Ella  E.  B.  Wrhbkamp  v.  Jambs  S.  Willett,  Administra- 
trator  of  James  S.  Willett,  deceased,  Sheriff,  etc. 

Where  the  husband  and  wife  are  parties  to  an  action,  the  statute  in  terms  makes 
*  them  competent  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  any  other 
party. 

Aj>  such  witnesses  the j  are  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination,  except  thej 
are  protected  from  being  required  to  make  disclosures  of  communications 
•between  themselves. 

The  only  proper  inquiry,  on  the  direct  examination  of  a  witness,  as  to  the 
character  of  another,  is  as  to  the  general  moral  character  of  the  latter,  and 
his  public  reputation  as  a  truthful  or  untruthful  person.  It  is  not  permissi- 
ble for  the  assailing  party  to  show  specific  acts  of  immorality  or  misconduct, 
with  the  yiew  of  inpeaching  or  discrediting  a  person  as  a  witness. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  New  York  Common  Pleas. 
The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  a  married  woman, 
to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  personal  property  in  car- 
pets and  paintings,  alleged  to  belong  to  her,  which  was 
taken  by  the  defendant's  intestate,  as  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  under  an  execution  issued  upon  a  judg- 
ment recovered  in  favor  of  one  William  L.  Martine  against 
her  husband. 

The  case  was  tried  in  the  New  York  Common  Pleas, 
before  his  honor.  Judge  Brady,  in  April,  1861,  and  the  plain 
tiff  had  a  verdict,  the  jury  assessing  the  value  of  the  property 
at  $690.  The  sole  question  in  issue  was  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  owner  of  the  property,  or  whether  the  same 
belonged  to  her  husband.  The  proof  tended  to  establish 
ownership  in  the  plaintiff;  and  there  was  no  fact  shown 
leading  to  a  contrary  conclusion  except  that,  at  the  time  the 
property  was  taken  and  sold,  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband 
were  living  together  as  man  and  wife.  The  defense  mainly 
consisted  in  an  attempt  to  impeach  the  character  and  credi- 
bility of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  sworn  as  a  witness,  and  in 
showing  that  before  her  marriage,  in  September,  1854,  and 
prior  to  her  coming  to  this  country,  in  1853,  from  Denmark, 
of  which  she  was  a  native,  she  was  a  woman  of  poor  parent- 
age and  of  immoral  habits. 
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At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  testimony,  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  refused  and  an  exception 
taken.  But  this  exception  is  not  now  urged.  There  was  no 
exception  to  the  charge  of  the  judge,  except  in  a  single 
unimportant  particular ;  and  any  exceptions  open  to  review 
here  related  to  the  ruling,  on  the  trial,  as  to  the  admission  or 
exclusion  of  evidence.  The  exceptions  were  numerous,  but 
most  of  them  palpably  frivolous.  Those  insisted  upon  as 
having  any  merit  are  to  be  noticed  in  the  opinions. 

A.  R.  Dyett^  for  the  appellant. 

G,  Bdvnhridge  Smithy  for  the  respondent. 

Wbiqht,  J.  The  plaintiff  was  sworn  as  a  witness  in  hei 
own  Uehalf ;  the  defendant  objecting  to  her  examination,  as 
the  case  states,  on  the  ground  that  the  action  being  under 
the  sheriff's  claim  against  the  husband,  it  was  substantially 
gainst  him,  and  she  could  not  be  examined  because  her  hus- 
band was  so  far  interested  in  the  case.  The  point  of  the 
objection  is  not  clear,  but  if  it  has  any  meaning  it  is  this, 
that  the  sheriff  having  taken  and  sold  property  under  an 
execution  agamst  the  plaintiff's  husband,  an  action  to  test 
the  title  to  such  property  is  one  substantially  against  him, 
and  in  which  he  is  interested,  and  the  law  forbids  husband 
and  wife  to  testify  either  for  or  against  each  other.  Begard- 
ing  this  as  the  substance  of  the  objection  there  is  no  force  in  it. 

The  rule  of  the  conamon  law  did  not  prohibit  husband 
and  wife  from  testifying  in  a  civil  action,  unless  one  or 
the  other,  or  both  were  parties,  or  directly  interested  in 
the  subject  of  the  action.  Here  the  husband  was  not  a 
party,  nor  had  he  any  such  interest  as  would  have  dis- 
qualified the  wife  by  strict  common  law  rules.  The 
action  was  in  no  proper  sense  against  him.  He  made 
no  claim  to  the  property  taken  and  sold  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  had  no  interest  in  the  litigation,  unless,  indeed, 
to  have  his  debts  paid  from  property  to  which  he  laid 
no  claim.  There  was  no  conflict  of  interest  between  hus- 
band and  wife;  the  latter  claiming  the  property  as  her 
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own,  and  ihe  former  not  disputing  at  gainsaying  her  rights 
to  it.  But  had  the  husband  been  a  party  to  the  action,  hav- 
ing any  interest  in  the  result,  the  plaintiff's  competency 
wonld  have  been  affected.  The  Code  provides  that  a  party 
to  an  action  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  bdhalf, 
or  in  behalf  of  any  other  party  in  the  same  mariner,  and 
subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination  as  any  oUier  witness, 
except  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  shall  be  required  to  dis^ 
close  any  communication  made  by  one  to  the  other.  (Code 
§  399,  as  amended  in  1860 ;  Laws  of  1860,  Chap.  459.)  The 
letter  of  the  statutes  certainly  extends  to  married  persons 
when  they  are  parties^  not  having  conflicting  itxterest,  and 
the  exception  is  a  plain  indication  of  the  legislative  intention 
to  change  or  modify  the  conmion  law  rule  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  husband  and  wife  as  witnesses.  The  reason  of  the 
latter  rule  for  not  admitting  husband  and  wife  as  witnesses  for 
each  other  was  because  of  an  identity  of  interest ;  nor  against 
each  other,  because  contrary  to  the  legal  policy  of  marriage: 
Husband  and  wife,  says  Blackstone,  "  are  not  allowed  to  be 
evidence  for  or  against  each  other,  partly  because  it  is  impos- 
sible that  their  testimony  should  be  indifferent,  but  principally 
because  of  the  union  of  persons,  and,  therefore,  if  they  were 
admitted  to  be  witnesses,  for  each  other,  they  would  contra- 
dict our  maxim  of  law,  no  one  shall  be  a  witness  in  his  own 
cause;  and  if  against  each  other,  they  would  contradict 
another  maxim,  no  one  is  obliged  to  convict  himself." 
(1  Bl.  Com.,  443.)  "  If  they  "  (husband  and  wife),  says  Baron 
GKlbert,  in  his  work  on  evidence  (page  552),  "  swear  for  each 
other,  they  are  not  believed,  because  their  interests  are  abso- 
lutely the  same,  and,  therefore,  they  can  give  no  more  credit 
when  they  attest  for  each  other,  than  when  a  man  attests  for 
himself,  and  it  would  be  very  hard  if  a  wife  should  be  allowed 
as  evidence  against  her  husband,  when  she  cannot  attest  for 
him.  Such  a  law  would  occasion  implacable  quarrels  and 
divisions,  and  destroy  the  very  legal  policy  of  marriage." 
But  of  late  years,  in  this  State,  material  and  radical  changes 
have  been  made  in  the  law  of  husband  and  wife,  and  in  the 
law  of  evidence,  and  the  conipetency  and  admissibility  of 
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witnesses,  undermining  in  a  great  degree  the  lases  of,  and 
practically  abrogating  the  common  law  rale. 

The  wife  has  been  admitted  to  separate  rights  of  property, 
and  to  separate  rights  of  action,  even  bs  against  the  hnsband 
himself.  Interest  in  the  eyent  of  the  action  is  no  longer  a 
ground  for  excluding  a  witness,  and  the  parties  themselves  may 
be  witnesses  in  their  own  behalf,  or  witnesses  in  their  own 
caase.  Parties,  with  certain  exceptions,  are  placed  upon  the 
same  footing  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination 
as  any  other  witnesses.  There  is  no  longer  any  reason  for 
excluding  husband  and  wife  as  witnesses  for  or  against 
each  oth^  on  the  ground  of  interest,  for  as  parties  to  an 
action  they  may  be  witnesses  for  themselves;  and  it  was 
this  ground  of  union  of  interest  and  privilege  between  hue^- 
band  and  wife  that  mainly  gave  rise  to  the  common  law  rule, 
excluding  them  from  testifying  f<^  or  against  each  other. 
Be  this,  however,  as  it  may,  the  tendency  and  effect  of  legis- 
lation has  been  to  abrogate  the  common  law  distinctions 
growing  out  of  the  marital  relation  in  respect  to  the  com- 
petency of  witnesses ;  whether  husband  or  wife  are  parties  to, 
or  interested  in  an  action,  they  may  be  examined  in  the  same 
manner  and  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination  aa  any 
other  witness,  except  that  they  shall  not  be  required  to  dis^ 
close  any  confidential  c(Hnmunication  made  to  each  other 
daring  maafriage.  If  husband  and  wife  are  parties  to  an 
action,  the  statute  in  terms  makes  them  competent  witnesses 
in  their  own  behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  any  other  party,  and 
subjects  them  to  the  same  rules  of  examination  aa  other 
witnesses,  except  protecting  either  from  a  disclosure  of 
communications  made  by  one  to  the  other.  The  deception 
is  strongly  indicative  of  the  legislative  intention  to  render 
hufiband  and  wife,  when  parties,  competent  to  testify  as  to  all 
matters,  other  than  communication  made  by  the  husband  to 
the  wife,  or  the  wife  to  the  husband.  In  the  present  case 
the  action  was  brought  by  the  wife  for  the  conversion  of  her 
separate  property.  As  the  plaintiff,  she  could  testify  on 
her  own  behalf,  and  had  the  controversy  been  between  her 
husband  and  a  third  person  in  respect  to  the  property,  I 


254  WlfiHEKAMP  V,  WiLLETT.  [June, 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Wbioht,  J. 

entertain  no  doubt  that  she  would  have  been  a  competent 
witness  to  show  title  in  herself,  and  out  of  her  husband, 
unless  sach  title  came  through  the  latter. 

The  property  consisted  of  Brussels  carpeting  and  oil  paint- 
ings, and  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  if  credited,  clearly 
established  her  title  to  it.  Indeed,  all  the  evidence  as  to 
ownership  was  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  her  own  state- 
ment was  materially  contradicted  by  disinterested  witnesses. 
The  defendant's  proof  was  mainly  directed  to  an  impeachment 
of  the  plaintiff  and  to  lessening  the  value  of  the  paintings. 
It  appeared  from  her  testimony  in  connection  with  the  other 
witnesses  that  she  was  a  native  of  Denmark,  and  lived  with 
her  parents  until  she  was  fourteen  years  of  age.  She  then 
went  to  live  with  her  aunt  in  Sweden,  who  was  wealthy,  and 
she  was  with  the  latter  some  six  or  seven  years.  Her  aunt 
left  her  sick  at  Hamburg,  in  Germany,  and  went  to  Paris, 
and  after  her  recovery  she  came  to  this  country.  She  brought 
with  her  $1,000  in  gold  and  nearly  $2,000  worth  of  jewelry, 
given  to  her  by  her  aunt,  and  also  three  paintings,  "  The  King 
and  Queen  of  Denmark,"  "The  Sacrifice"  and  "The 
Aurora."  She  was  supported  in  the  fact  of  gold,  costly 
jewelry  and  paintings  when,  in  1853,  she  embarked  for  this 
country,  by  a  lady  who  knew  her  at  Hamburg.  On  her 
arrival  at  New  York  she  put  up  at  the  Hotel  Constane,  and 
the  bookkeeper  of  the  establishment  testified  to  having  seen 
in  her  possession  some  $500  or  $600  in  gold,  and  also  much 
valuable  jewelry.  She  was  married  in  September,  1854,  to 
W.  Wehrkamp,  who  was  a  bookkeeper  and  a  person  without 
means,  and  neither  at  the  time  of  marriage  or  since  had  been 
engaged  in  any  business  on  his  own  account.  Some  three 
years  after  the  marriage,  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband  went 
to  Europe,  but  were  absent  but  a  short  time.  Seven  of  the 
paintings  taken  by  the  sheriff  were  purchased  by  the  plaintiff 
from  an  English  artist  after  her  marriage,  with  her  own 
means,  and  five  small  pieces  she  painted  herself.  She  kept 
an  accoxmt  in  her  own  name  in  the  Bleecker  street  savings 
bank  from  March,  1855,  to  March,  1857,  and  while  the 
account  was  running  the  teller  testified  that  she  spoke  to 
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him  of  having  paintingB  and  jewelry  which  she  desired 
to  sell.  In  1856  and  1857  she  purdiased  the  carpets  in 
question  from  Donghty  &  Brother,  who  only  knew  her  in  the 
transaction.  A  short  credit  was  given,  and  she  paid  for 
them  with  her  own  money.  Of  this  carpeting  there  were 
over  five  hundred  yards,  worth  at  least  one  dollar  per  yard. 
It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  and  Wehrkamp  were  living 
together  as  husband  and  wife  when  the  property  was  seized, 
but  beyond  this  there  was  not  a  fact  or  circumstance  in  the 
case  tending  to  show  ownership  in  him  or  to  disprove 
the  plaintiff's  ownership.  Upon  this  proof  it  would  have 
been  error  to  have  granted  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint on  the  ground  argued,  viz.,  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  the  property  in  question  was  the  separate 
property  of  Mrs.  Wehrkamp  to  entitle  her  to  recover. 

Many  of  the  defendant's  exceptions  occur  in  the  cross- 
examination  of  the  plaintiff.  Several  of  them  were  palpably 
frivolous,  requiring  no  notice,  and  were  not  insisted  upon  in 
the  argument,  nor  are  any  on  which  a  point  was  made  at 
bar  tenable.  The  fact  to  which  our  attention  was  directed 
arose  in  this  way:  The  defendant's  counsel  had  got  the 
witness  to  say  that  she  recollected  that  a  Mr.  Carpenter  had 
obtained  a  judgment  against  her  husband.  The  question 
was  then  put  to  her,  "  Do  you  recollect  asking  Mr.  Carpenter 
to  loan  that  money — ^the  money  for  which  the  judgment  was 
obtained  and  the  property  taken ! "  This  was  objected  to 
and  excluded.  Two  or  three  other  questions  of  a  similar 
character  followed,  varying  only  in  phraseology,  which  were 
also  excluded.  She  was  then  inquired  of,  "  Did  you  at  any 
time  say  to  Mr.  Carpenter  or  in  his  presence  that  the  paint- 
ings and  carpets  belonged  to  you  and  your  husband  and  they 
wiU  pay  the  debt  ? "  This  was  allowed  and  answered.  There 
was  no  error  here.  The  questions  excluded  assumed  facts 
not  proved.  There  was  nothing  in  the  case  to  show  that  the 
property  was  taken  to  satisfy  a  judgment  obtained  by 
Carpenter  against  Wehrkamp  for  borrowed  money.  Free 
from  this  objection,  and  when  the  inquiry  was  put  in  form 
to    throw    light    upon    the   issue   whether   she   was   the 
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owner  of  the  property,  it  was  allowed  and  answered.  The 
def<»idant's  eonnsri,  however,  was  not  satisfied,  and  persisted 
in  the  question,  1.  "  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Carpenter  in  Novran- 
ber,  1857,  that  your  hnsband  was  sick  and  wanted  some 
money  ? "  and,  9.  "  Do  yon  recollect  the  fiust  of  yonr  hus- 
band borrowing  money  of  Mr.  Carpenter  in  November, 
1867  ? "  These  were  properly  excluded.  The  fact  of  her 
husband  borrowing  money  from  Carpenter  was  wholly  im- 
material At  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  trial  the  defendant's 
counsel  returned  to  this  course  of  irrelevant  examination, 
but  with  no  better  success. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  she  at  one  time  loaned  some  of  her 
money  to  a  Mr.  Jacobs,  a  friend  of  her  husband  who  was  then 
in  New  York ;  she  did  not  know  his  christian  name.  The 
defendant's  counsel  then  inquired,  ^'Will  you  ask  your 
husband,  who  is  here  iu  court,  what  Jacobs'  first  name  was, 
and  where  he  lived,  so  l^at  I  may  ascertain  who  he  is  and 
where  he  lives  ?  The  court,  on  objection  excluded  the  question 
arresting  Collogeny  with  the  witness,  and  the  defendant 
excepted.  This  was  plainly  right.  It  would  have  be«i  the 
duty  of  the  court  in  the  orderly  conduct  of  the  trial,  irrespec- 
tive of  any  formal  objection,  to  have  arrested  sudi  a  course 
of  examination.  It  was  manifestly  trifling  with  the  dignity 
and  wasting  the  time  of  the  court  by  impertinent  and  irrel- 
evant inquiries ;  unprofessional  conduct  of  counsel. 

It  seems  that  the  action  had  been  once  tried  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  obtained  a  verdict.  A  new  trial  was  granted,  as  it 
was  alleged  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  on  the  ground  <^newly 
discovered  evidence.  The  plaintiff  stated  on  her  cross-exam- 
ination on  the  present  trial  that  she  did  not  know  the  ground 
on  which  the  new  trial  was  granted  and  that  she  did  not 
recollect  of  testifying  on  the  first  trial  that  she  obtained  credit 
from  Doughty  for  one  bill  of  carpeting  because  she  had  money 
in  the  savings  bank,  but  if  she  so  testified  she  misxmderstood 
the  question.  At  the  close  of  the  defendant's  case  his  coun- 
sel offered  to  read  the  affidavits  on  which  the  motion  for  the 
new  trial  was  made  and  in  connection  therewith  to  prove  that 
they  were  served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  ai^d  that  no  affi- 
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davits  were  read  on  her  part  to  contradict  therein,  with  the 
view,  as  was  stated,  of  showing,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  swore 
falsely  in  stating  that  she  was  ignorant  of  the  gronnd  on 
which  a  new  trial  was  granted,  and  second,  that  the  new 
trial  was  moved  for  on  the  express  ground  that  she  had  on 
the  firgt  trial  sworn  that  she  got  credit  from  Doughty 
on  one  bill  of  carpeting  because  she  had  money  in  the 
savings  bank.  When  the  newly  discovered  evidence  showed 
that  she  had  no  money  there,  and  to  argue  to  the  jury  from 
thence,  that  her  statement,  that  she  knows  nothing  of  all  this, 
and  that  she  did  not  testify  on  the  former  trial  as  alleged,  or 
if  she  did,  she  misunderstood  the  question,  was  a  mere  pre- 
tense. Of  course  the  affidavits  used  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  were  excluded,  and  prop- 
erly so.  If  it  were  at  all  material  or  important  to  contradict 
the  statement  of  the  witness  that  she  did  not  know  on  what 
ground  the  new  trial  was  granted,  it  could  not  be  done  in  this 
way,  nor  was  the  testimony  permissible  to  enable  the  conn* 
eel,  as  was  averred  upon  it,  to  hinge  an  address  to  the  jury 
against  the  witness'  credibility.  The  probabilities  are,  that 
being  a  foreigner,  having  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  our 
language  or  of  the  form  and  course  of  legal  proceedings,  she 
testified  truly  that  she  was  ignorant  of  the  ground  on  which 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  granted ;  but  whether  so  or 
not,  or  if  at  all  material,  her  testimony  in  this  respect  could 
not  be  falsified  by  showing  that  the  affidavits  of  the  defend- 
ant on  the  motion,  alleged  a  certain  ground,  and  no  affida 
vitB  were  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  contradiction  of 
them ;  nor  if  it  had  been  important  to  show  that  on  the  first 
trial  she  testified  that  she  obtained  credit  for  the  bill  of  car- 
peting bought  in  May,  1867,  because  she  had  money  in  the 
savings  bank,  when  in  fact  she  had  not,  could  it  be  shown  by 
the  affidavits  of  the  defendants  prepared  for,  and  used  in  a 
collateral  motion.  The  avowed  purpose,  however,  of  the 
offered  testimony  was  not  to  show  that  the  witness  had  testi- 
fied untruly  as  to  her  knowledge  of  the  ground  on  whitjh  a 
new  trial  was  obtained,  or  in  respect  to  any  material  fact  on 
the  first  trial,  but  to  enable  counsel  to  argue  to  the  jury,  that 
33 
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her  statement  that  she  knew  not  why  the  new  trial  was 
granted,  or  that  she  did  not  recollect  of  testifying  on  the  for- 
mer occasion,  that  she  was  credited  for  a  bill  of  carpeting  in 
May,  1857,  because  she  had  money  in  the  savings  bank,  or  if 
she  so  testified  she  misunderstood  the  inquiry,  was  a  mere 
pretense.  This  was  certainly  a  novel  attempt  to  get  before 
the  jury  impertinent  and  irrelevant  testimony  on  which  to 
base  an  assault  upon  the  witness'  credibility.  The  defend- 
ant offered  no  proof  on  the  question  of  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty, but  the  main  effort  seems  to  have  been  to  impeach  the 
character  and  credit  of  the  plaintiff.  In  this  his  counsel  was 
indulged  by  the  court  in  a  wide  latitude  of  examination,  but 
apparently  with  indifferent  success.  None  of  her  statements 
were  shown  to  be  untrue.  Her  reputation  for  truth,  or  her 
moral  standing  for  eight  years  that  she  had  resided  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  was  not  questioned.  Two  witnesses  were  produced 
who  testified  to  having  known  her  and  her  parents  in  Den- 
mark; one  of  whom  stated  that  prior  to  1850  she  was  a 
prostitute  in  Copenhagen,  and  the  other  that  he  had  danced 
with  her  many  years  ago  in  her  native  place  at  public  balls  and 
masquerades ;  that  her  general  character  or  reputation  then 
was  bad,  and  that  &om  what  he  had  heard  and  knew  of  it  in 
Copenhagen,  he  would  not  believe  her  under  oath.  The  first 
of  these  witnesses  was  not  interrogated  as  to  her  general  moral 
character  in  her  native  place,  or  in  Copenhagen,  but  was 
allowed,  without  objections,  to  testify  generally  to  the  fact 
that  at  some  time  before  she  came  to  this  coxmtry  she  was  a 
prostitute,  and  lived  in  a  house  of  prostitution ;  although  it 
appeared  from  his  cross-examination  that  he  testified  from  no 
personal  knowledge,  never  having  met  or  spoken  to  her  but 
once  in  Copenhagen,  and  then  by  accident  in  the  street ; 
with  respect  to  the  other  witness,  after  stating  that  he  had 
danced  with  her  at  public  balls  and  masquerades,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  propounded  the  question  to  him,  "What  was 
the  character  of  the  house  in  which  the  balls  and  masquer- 
ades were  given  ?"  This  was  objected  to  and  excluded,  and 
an  exception  taken.  This  was  not  error.  The  only  proper 
inquiry  on  the  direct  examination  of  the  witness  was  as  to 
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her  general,  moral  character  and  her  public  reputation  as  a 
truthfal  or  untruthful  women.  It  was  not  permissible  for 
the  defendant  to  show  specified  acts  of  immorality  or  mis- 
conduct with  the  view  of  impeaching  or  discrediting  her 
as  a  witness.  The  character  of  the  houses  at  which  she 
attended  balls  and  masquerades,  was  utterty  immaterial 
except  in  its  bearing  on  her  moral  reputation  and  habits. 

These  are  all  the  exceptions  supposed  on  the  argument  to 
be  entitled  to  any  consideration.  Indeed,  none  of  them  were 
strenously  urged,  except  that  allowing .  the  plaintiff  to  be 
examined  as  a  witness  on  her  own  behalf. 

The  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  should  be  aflSrmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring  except  Mullin,  J.,  who  was 
for  reversal  on  the  grounds  stated  in  the  following  opinion. 

Mullin,  J.  Had  the  verdict  of  the  jury  been  for  a  much 
less  sum  than  for  which  it  was  rendered,  I  should  feel  much 
better  satisfied  that  injustice  had  not  been  done  to  the 
defendant  and  those  he  represented.  But  the  court  below  has 
not  seen  fit  to  disturb  the  verdict,  and  we  cannot,  if  we 
wotdd,  interfere  with  it,  notwithstanding  it  might  be  satisfied 
that  it  was  for  much  more  than  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.  If  the  ruling  on  the  trial  was  correct  the  judgment 
must  stand,  whatever  errors  may  have  been  committed  by 
the  jury. 

The  first  question  presented  for  our  consideration  is, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  competent  witness  in  her  own 
behal£  The  ground  of  the  objection  to  her  is,  that  the 
defendant  asserts  title  to  the  property  in  controversy 
through  a  judgment  recovered  against  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band, and,  therefore,  the  husband  is  substantially  a  party, 
and  the  wife  cannot  be  examined  as  a  witness'  against  her 
husband. 

At  common  law,  neither  the  husband  or  the  wife  could  be 
examined  as  a  witness  for  or  against  each  other,  and  this 
rule  of  exclusion  was  adopted  because  it  was  considered  to  be 
against  public  policy  to  compel  persons  occupying  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  to  disclose  the  acts  and  sayings  of 
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each,  or  to  subject  either  to  the  prejudice  or  passion  which 
would  naturally  arise  against  the  one  who  should  give  evi- 
dence injurious  to  the  interests  or  feelings  of  the  other. 

To  this  rule  of  exchision  there  was  but  one  exception,  that 
neither  might  be  a  witness  against  the  other  in  regard  to  per- 
sonal injury  done  or  threatened,  and  that  the  wife  was  a  com- 
petent witness  against  the  husband  on  the  trial  of  an  indict- 
ment for  a  forcible  marriage,  or  for  a  conspiracy  and  fraudu- 
lent marriage.  (2  Cow.  &  Hill's  notes,  1564.)  In  all  civil 
matters  they  were  wholly  incompetent  to  testify  for  or  against 
each  other.    (Id.,  1554.) 

The  Code  has  changed  the  common  law  rules  of  evidence 
in  many  very  important  particulars,  among  others  by  mak- 
ing the  wife  a  competent  witness  against  her  husband  in 
actions  in  respect  to  her  separate  property.  By  the  act  for 
the  more  effectual  protection  of  married  women  passed, 
April  7,  1848,  a  married  women  was  permitted  to  take 
by  gift,  devise,  or  bequest  from  any  person  other  than  her 
husband,  and  hold  to  hei  sole  and  separate  use,  convey  and 
devise,  real  and  personal  property  in  tlie  same  manner  as  if 
she  were  unmarried. 

It  was  provided  by  section  114  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
as  it  stood  when  tins  action  was  commenced,  that  where  a 
married  woman  is  a  party  her  husband  must  be  joined  with 
her,  except  that  when  the  action  concerns  her  separate  prop- 
erty, she  might  sue  alone. 

Thus,  by  section  399  of  the  Code,  it  was  provided  that  a 
party  to  an  action  or  special  proceediug  may  be  examined  in 
his  own  behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  any  other  in  the  same  manner, 
and  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examination,  as  any  other 
witnesses.  The  statute  makes  every  party  a  competent  wit- 
ness— ^there  is  no  exception,  aDd  the  courts  have  no  power 
to  create  exceptions  to  the  operations  of  statutes  unless  the 
exception  is  necessary  to  prevent  injustice,  so  obvious  with 
the  intention  of  the  legislature,  that  it  should  be  excluded.' 

The  case  of  a  married  woman  owning  separate  estate  is 
not  a  case  within  any  principle  of  exclusion.  If  it  was  wise 
and  just  that  married  women  should  have  sepai'ate  est4ited. 
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which  they  coald  hold,  manage  and  dispose  of  as  if  they 
Were  unmarried,  and  that  they  might  sue  and  be  saed  iii  rela- 
tion to  such  estates,  it  is  equally  just  and  right  that  they 
should  be  able  to  be  witnesses  in  tlieir  own  behalf  if  all 
other  persons  were  to  l)e,  or  the  right  to  hold  property 
separately  would  be  a  curse  rather  than  a  boon. 

The  decisions  of  the  court  have  not  been  uniform  on  this 
question,  yet  I  think  the  weight  of  authority  in  the  Supreme 
Court  is  in  favor  of  holding  the  wife  a  competent  witness. 
{Shoemaker  v.  M^Kee  19  How.  Pr.,  86 ;  Jfarsk  v.  Potter^ 
80  Barb.,  506;  Sehafnerv.  Eenten,  37  Barb.,  44.) 

In  this  court  there  is  no  reported  decision  on  the  question, 
that  I  have  been  able  to  find.  In  March,  1863,  the  case  of 
Ma/rsk  V.  Potter^  cited  mipra^  was  approved  by  this  court, 
and  thus  settling  the  question  as  to  the  competency  of  the  wife. 

The  court  below  were  right,  therefore,  in  admitting  the 
plaintiff  to  testify  in  her  own  behalf. 

The  plaintiff  was  asked  by  her  counsel  and  by  the  court 
whether  she  was  acquainted  with  the  value  of  the  pictures, 
and  she  replied,  a  little.  She  was  then  asked  what  was  the 
value  of  "  The  Sacrifice,"  one  of  the  number.  This  question 
was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  The  objection 
was  overruled,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  The 
counsel  did  not  specify  in  his  objection  the  ground  on  which 
he  desired  to  have  it  excluded,  and  the  only  ground  he  can 
now  rest  upon  is  that  a  person  a  little  acquainted  with 
pictures,  having  painted  some  herself  and  bought  others,  was 
not  competent  to  give  an  opinion  as  to  value.  It  seems  to 
me  that  she  had  shown  herself  competent  to  express  an 
opinion  upon  the  value,  the  weight  that  opinion  was  entitled 
to  was  for  the  jury.  If  the  counsel  had  desired  to  have  her 
capacity  to  form  an  opinion  as  to  value  further  tested,  he 
should  have  objected  to  allowing  her  to  express  an  opinion 
until  her  competency  was  carefully  shown.  But  he  has 
contented  himself  with  resting  on  the  objection  that  on  her 
evidence  she  was  not  shown  capable  of  offering  an  opinion 
as  to  value,  and  as  I  have  no  doubt  she  was  competent,  his 
objection  was  properly  overruled. 
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Several  questions  were  put  to  this  witness  on  cross-examina- 
tion, bj  t^e  defendant's  connsel,  as  to  whether,  at  the  time 
her  husband  borrowed  of  Carpenter,  the  money  for  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered  on  as  an  examination  on  which 
the  property  in  controversy  in  the  suit  here  was  taken  by  the 
defendant  and  sold.  She  did  not  say  to  Carpenter,  pointing 
to  the  carpets  and  paintings,  ^^  these  all  belong  to  ns,  and 
will  pay  for  it,  or  will  pay  you."  All  of  them  were  objected 
to  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  the  objections  were  sustained  by 
the  court  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  plaintiff's  claim  to  a  recovery  rested  on  her  exclusive 
ownership  of  the  property  seized  and  sold  by  the  sheriff. 
She  had  sworn,  on  her  direct  examination,  that  she  was 
the  owner,  as  her  own  separate  property,  of  the  money  with 
which  the  carpets  and  some  of  the  paintings  were  paid  for, 
and  that  the  other  paintings  not  purchased  by  her  were 
given  to  her  by  her  aunt. 

It  was  competent  for  the  defendant  to  contradict  her  as  to 
the  ownership  of  the  property,  either  by  her  own  evidence, 
or  the  evidence  of  others.  If  she  had  stated,  before  suit 
brought,  when  she  had  no  intent  to  deny  her  exclusive  own- 
ership of  the  property,  and  when  she  was  called  on  to 
speak  the  truth  as  to  the  ownership  if  she  spoke  at  all,  that 
the  property  was  not  her  separate  property  but  that  of  her 
husband,  or  of  her  husband  and  herself  jointly,  it  would 
have  had  a  tendency  to  impair  the  confidence  of  the  jury  in 
her  whole  evidence,  and  to  establish  affirmatively  as  against 
her,  an  ownership  of  the  husband  in  the  property.  This  was 
precisely  what  an  affirmative  answer  to  the  questions  put  to 
her  would  have  proved,  or  have  had  a  tendency  to  prove,  and 
I  confess  I  am  unable  to  conjecture  upon  what  ground  the 
evidence  was  excluded.  The  court,  however,  did  permit 
the  counsel  to  inquire  of  the  witness  whether  she  at  any 
time  said  to  Carpenter,  or  in  his  presence,  that  the  paintings 
and  carpets  belonged  to  her  and  her  husband,  and  they 
would  pay  the  debt. 

The  question  excluded  limited  the  conversation  to  the  time 
when  Carpenter  was  applied  to  for  the  loan.     The  question 
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admitted  was  not  limited  to  any  time ;  it,  therefore  cures  the 
error  committed  in  the  repetition  of  the  former  questions,  and 
gave  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  an  answer  to  substantially 
the  same  question. 

The  witness  Lowenburg  testified  on  his  direct  examina- 
that  he  would  value  the  picture  called  "  The  Sacrifice "  at 
$500.  On  his  cross-examination  he  was  asked  how  much  he 
would  give  for  that  picture.  This  question  was  objected  to 
and  excluded,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  He 
was  also  asked  whether  he  thought  the  picture  could  be  sold 
for  the  price  he  had  named.  This  question  was  also  objected 
to  and  excluded. 

It  must  be  considered  that  what  the  witness  would  give 
for  a  picture,  was  no  evidence  of  value ;  but  the  object  of  the 
inquiry  was  not  to  obtain  an  answer  which  would  control 
ihe  juay  in  the  estimate  of  value,  but  to  ascertain  whether 
the  estimate  was  not  grossly  unreasonable.  It  was  a  legiti- 
mate inquiry  on  cross-examination.  So  also  as  to  the  other 
question ;  the  market  value  might  not  be  a  proper  estimate 
of  value,  but  it  was  a  criterion  by  which  the  jury  might  test 
the  accuracy  of  the  opinion  as  to  the  value. 

I  think  the  question  was  improperly  overruled. 

I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  for  the  rejection  of  the 
evidence  above  m^itioned,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  costs  to.  abide 
the  event. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Peter  W.  Enbsbs  et  al.j  v*  Adah  Stebnbebgh  et  al. 

A  deed  appearing  to  be  of  the  age  of  thirty  years,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
without  proof  of  execution,  if  such  an  account  of  it  be  given  as  may,  under 
the  oircumstances,  be  reasonably  expected;  and  such  as  affords  Hie  presnmp* 
tion  that  it  is  genuine. 

Secondary  evidence  may  be  given  of  a  document  which  has  been  accidentally 
lost  and  destroyed  without  the  fault  of  the  party  offering  it,  although  such 
document  is  one,  which,  from  age  or  other  drcumstauces,  proves  itself;  instead 
of  being  authenticated  by  ordinary  proof  of  its  exeeution. 

Where  evidence  has  been  offered,  and  has  been  rejected  hj  the  courts  it  is  to  be 
presumed  the  proposed  evidence  would  have  been  given  had  the  court  per- 
mitted it  to  have  been. 

This  ig  an  appeal  by  the  defendants  from  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  rendered  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
tried  before  Justice  Deodatus  Wmovr  and  a  jury  at  the 
Schoharie  circuit,  in  June,  1857.  The  recovery  was  for  sixty 
acres  of  land  in  Morris  and  Coeyman's  patent,  lying  in  the 
town  and  county  of  Schoharie.  The  plaintiffi  are  children 
of  Catharine  and  Elizabeth  Enders,  who  were  grandchild 
dren  of  Lambert  Stembergh  (Ist),  who  died  in  1766,  and 
children  of  his  son,  Adam,  who  died  in  1764.  The  latter 
left  three  children,  Lambert  (2d)  and  said  Elizabeth 
and  Catharine,  and  left  also  a  will,  claimed  to  cover  the 
premises  in  question,  in  which  he  devised  an  estate  (or  life 
to  his  son,  Lambert  (2d),  with  remainder  over  to  his 
daughters,  Elizabeth  and  Catharine.  Under  this  will  the 
plaintiffi  claim  title  to  the  premises  in  question.  Lambert 
(2d)  died  in  1829;  leaving  a  son,  Adam,  who  has  two 
sons,  John  and  Lambert,  and  the  three  latter  are  the  defend- 
ants in  the  suit. 

They  claim  title  to  the  premises  under  their  father  and 
grandfather,  Lambert  (2d),  under  an  alleged  will  of 
Lambert  (Ist),  sometimes  called  the  patentee,  devising 
the  premises  in  question,  as  is  alleged,  to  his  said  grandson, 
Lambert  (2d).  The  latter  also  claimed  title  by  deed 
from  one  Adam  (sometimes  called  "  crazy  Adam ")  Stem- 
bergh, of  the  17th  May,  1785,  the  latter  being  the  eldest  son 


1864.]  En0BB6  v.  Stebnbkegh.  265 

Statement  of  case. 

of  Jacob  Stembergb,  who  was  himself  the  eldest  boh  of  Lam- 
bert (Ist).  The  defendants  claimed  that  if  their  title  &iled 
under  the  will  of  Lambert  the  patentee,  they  could  still  trace 
a  successful  title  to  themselves  under  the  deed  of  crazy 
Adam,  who,  it  was  claimed,  in  default  of  a  will,  was  entitled 
to  the  premises  by  descent,  under  the  laws  of  primogeniture. 
The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence 
of  any  seizin  in  the  premises  in  Lambert  (Ist)  at  all,  or 
that  his  son  Adam,  the  testator,  under  whom  they  claimed, 
ever  derived  his  title  from  his  &ther,  Lambert  the  patentee. 
Lambert  (1st)  had  other  sons,  Abram,  the  father  of  Eliza- 
beth Enders,  one  of  the  witnesses  in  the  case,  and  Nicholas 
and  David,  executors  of  his  alleged  vnll ;  the  latter,  David, 
also  having  children,  Henry,  Philip  and  Peter,  one  of  whom 
(Philip)  had  a  daughter,  Christina,  wife  of  Caleb  Carpenter, 
the  latter  being  also  a  witness  in  the  case,  and  who,  at  the 
instigation  of  his  wife  or  her  uncle,  burnt  up  (in  1844  or 
1846)  the  old  will  of  Lambert  (1st),  under  an  apprehen- 
sion that  it  would,  if  discovered,  endanger  their  title  to  a 
portion  of  the  real  estate  of  Lambert  the  elder  of  which  they 
were  in  possession. 

One  of  the  leading  questions  in  the  case  arose  upon  the 
exclusion  by  the  judge,  at  the  trial,  of  copies  of  this  will ;  one 
of  which  had  been  made  by  Carpenter  some  ten  or  twelve 
years  before  the  time  he  burned  it;  he  having  received 
from  his  wife,  and  had  in  his  possession  the  original  some 
seven  or  eight  years,  from  about  the  period  of  his  marriage. 
Another  in  the  handwriting  of  General  Gebhard  (who  was 
dead),  purporting  to  have  been  copied  27th  December,  1829. 
A  third  in  the  handwriting  of  Hermanns  Bouck,  who  died  in 
1831  or  1832.  A  portion  of  this  will,  alleged  to  embrace 
the  premises  in  question,  was  also  copied  into  the  aforesaid 
deed  of  crazy  Adam  to  Lambert  Sternbergh  (2d),  which  also 
referred  to,  and  corresponded  with  the  date  of,  the  will  in 
question.  A  motion  for  nonsuit  was  made  in  the  case,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  suit  having  been  commenced  the  28th 
November,  1863,  more  than  twenty  years  had  elapsed  since 
the  death  of  Lambert  (2d),  which  took  place  in  1829,  and, 
84 
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therefore,  the  plaintiffs'  right  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitatations. 

The  plaintiffs  offered  several  depositions  in  evidence  taken 
on  commission,  the  reading  of  which  was  objected  to  on  the 
gronnd  that  it  did  not  appear  thereby  that  the  orders  for 
the  commissions  had  been  filed  in  the  oflSce  of  the  connty  clerk, 
or  of  the  clerk  of  this  court.  The  objections  were  overruled, 
and  the  defendants  excepted.  Certified  copies  of  these 
papers  are  now  produced  showing  that  they  were  duly  filed. 
Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  judge,  and  to  his 
reftisal  to  charge  in  several  particulars  which,  so  far  as  they 
are  material,  will  be  hereafter  noticed. 

Much  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  of  the 
parol  declarations  of  Lambert  (2d),  during  the  time  he  was 
in  the  possession  of  the  premises,  tending  to  show  that  he 
had  but  a  life  estate  in  the  premises  in  question,  most  of 
which  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants  as  incompetent,  and 
exceptions  were,  taken  to  its  admission. 

Similar  declarations  of  the  defendants  themselves  were 
also  introduced  in  evidence.  It  was  met  by  counter  testi- 
mony on  the  part  of  the  defendants  of  Lambert's  declarations, 
tending  to  show  that  he  claimed  an  absolute  title  in  fee. 
The  olher  material  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
following  opinion.  The  Supreme  Court,  at  General  Term, 
denied  a  new  trial,  and  judgment  having  been  entered  for 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendants  appealed  therefrom  to  this 
court. 

A.  J.  Pa/rker^  for  the  defendants  (appellants). 

Z.  Tremain,  for  the  plaintiffs  (respondents). 

HoGBBOOM,  J.  The  nonsuit  was  properly  refused  irrespec- 
tive of  the  question  whether  the  limitation  applicable  to  the 
case  was  20  or  25  years.  To  make  the  limitation  applicable 
at  all  on  such  a  motion,  there  must  have  been  evidence  of 
adverse  possession,  and  that  evidence  must  have  been  sub- 
stantially uncontroverted  or  so  greatly  preponderant  as  to 
overthrow  a  verdict  rendered  in  opposition  to  it.     To  justify 
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the  defense  of  adverse  possession,  tlie  possession  must  appear 
to  have  not  only  been  adverse,  but  continually  and  uninter- 
raptedly  so.  {Col/vm  v.  Bv/mett^  17  Wend.,  56 ;  Brcmt  v. 
Ogden^  1  Johns.,  156.)  There  was  much  evidence  to  show  by 
the  declarations  of  Lambert,  that  it  was  not  of  that  character, 
but  was  consistent  with  the  plaintiffi'  title.  This  evidence 
was  proper  at  least  to  characterize  the  possession,  if  not  to 
control  the  title. 

There  was  also  evidence  of  the  defendants'  own  admission 
of  a  similar  character.  It  was,  therefore,  a  proper  matter 
for  the  jury  to  determine,  and  famishes  an  effectual  answer 
to  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  {Pitts  v.  Wilder^  1  Comst.,  525 ; 
SufUer  V.  Trustees  of  Samdy  HiM,  6  Hill,  507.) 

I  think,  however,  one  or  more  copies  of  the  will  of  Lam- 
bert the  patentee  was  erroneously  rejected.  By  that  will 
300  acres  of  land  (which  there  was  evidence  to  show  covered 
the  premises  in  question)  were  given  to  his  grandson  Lam- 
bert Stembergh  under  whom  the  defendants  claim. 

This  will  if  it  had  been  produced,  would  have  been  admis- 
sible without  proof,  as  an  ancient  paper.  It  was  regular 
upon  its  face ;  that  is,  apparently  executed  with  legal  formal- 
ity. It  bore  date  on  the  7th  of  January,  1765  ;  the  testator 
died  in  the  same  year;  it  was  ^'an,  old,  ancient  paper 
from  its  looks;  it  was  rolled  up;  the  paper  was  coarse; 
looked  as  if  it  had  been  folded ;  it  was  worn ;  ink  and  all 
looked  old ;  coarse  handwriting."  It  was  found  among  the 
descendants  of  the  testator,  in  the  possession  of  a  family 
whose  ancestor  was  an  executor  named  in  the  will ;  referred 
to  names  and  places  consistent  with  the  other  testimony  in 
the  case ;  was  handed  down  in  the  family,  according  to  the 
family  tradition,  from  the  executor  himself,  he  being  also  a 
devisee  in  the  will ;  and  there  was  evidence  to  show  claim  of 
title  and  actual  possession,  corresponding  with  the  provisions 
of  the  will. 

If  this  last  particular,  possession  in  accordance  with  the 
will,  is  sustained  by  the  evidence,  as  I  think  it  clearly  is,  for 
the  possession  of  the  defendants  themselves,  in  addition  to 
that  of  other  parties,  may  be  said  to  be  of  that  character,  then 
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according  to  all  the  authorities  it  wonld  have  been  admissi- 
ble without  proof  of  execution.  {Jaokson  v.  LarGmaa/^  3  Johns. 
Cases,  383 ;  Jackson  v.  Chrismen^  4  Wend.,  277.) 

But  it  never  was  absolutely  indispensable  that  possession, 
in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  should 
be  shown  to  entitle  the  paper  to  admission  as  an  ancient 
paper.  K  it  were  so,  many  a  title  would  be  destroyed.  Nor 
is  it  possible  to  trace  possession  back  beyond  the  knowledge 
of  living  men,  except  by  tradition  or  hearsay,  or  by  the 
intrinsic  probabilities  of  the  case,  and  the  consistency  of 
existing  facts  with  such  prior  possession.  Mere  efflux  of  time 
will  not  make  it  admissible  without  proof.  But  aside  from 
this,  any  circumstances  which  go  to  confirm  the  genuineness 
or  authenticity  of  the  document,  make  it  admissible  in  evi- 
dence. It  "must  be  corroborated  by  possession  or  other 
drotmsUmces,^^  {Jaeksan  v.  Luguere^  6  Cow.,  221 ;  Jcuikson 
V.  La/ranmy^  3  Johns.  Cases,  283 ;  Sta^kie  v.  Bowen,  6  Barb., 
114,  115.) 

A  deed  appearing  to  be  of  the  age  of  thirty  years  may  be 
given  in  evidence  without  proof  of  execution  or  possession, 
if  such  account  of  it  be  given  as  may,  under  ike  circum- 
stanes,  be  reasonably  expected,  and  will  afford  the  presumption 
that  it  is  genuine.  (3  Johns.  Cases,  283;  Kewlett  v.  Cook^ 
7  Wend.,  371,  disapproving  dictum  of  Kknt,  J.  in  Jaokson 
V.  Blaaahcm^  1  Johns.,  298 ;  see  also  Bogard/us  v.  Trinity 
Church,  4  Sandf.  Ch.,  623 ;  Greenl.  Ev.,  §  114,  note  3.) 

It  is  said  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  will,  or 
any  of  the  copies,  were  thirty  years  old.  This  is  an  entire 
mistake.  The  paper  itself,  if  an  original  (and  to  some  extent 
also  if  a  copy),  bearing  upon  its  face  the  marks  of  age  and 
authenticity,  contains  intrinsic  evidence  of  the  time  of  its 
execution,  more  or  less  strong,  according  to  circumstances. 

The  date  of  the  paper,  if  resembling  the  residue  of  its 
contents,  and  not  appearing  to  be  altered  or  interpolated, 
or  otherwise  spurious,  is  of  itself  a  circumstance  of  some 
strength  to  show  the  period  of  its  execution,  inasmuch  as 
a  suspicion  of  its  genuineness  is  not  to  be  unreasonably 
indulged.    But  in  this  case  there  was  positive  evidence  of  its 
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antiquity.  A  deed  of  Adam  Stembergh,  introduced  in  evi- 
dence, and  not  dispnted  to  have  been  executed  in  1785,  and 
recorded  as  early  as  1786,  contains  an  extract  from  this  wiU 
and  refers  to  it  by  its  date,  showing,  of  course,  its  existence 
at  a  prior  period.  One  of  the  copies  is  proved  to  have  been 
in  the  handwriting  of  Harmanus  Bouck,  a  lawyer,  who 
died  in  1881  or  1832,  twenty-five  or  twenty-six  years  before 
the  trial,  and  was  out  of  practice  some  years  before  his  death ; 
another  copy,  made  from  the  last  by  General  Q-ebhard,  pur- 
ports to  have  been  made  on  the  27th  of  December,  1829. 
Still  another  copy,  an  exact  copy,  and  the  most  important 
of  all,  was  made  by  Caleb  Carpenter  from  the  original, 
between  the  time  it  went  into  his  possession,  nineteen  years 
before  the  trial,  and  seven  or  eight  years  afterward,  while 
it  was  in  his  possession.  This  witness  (and  his  wife  corrob- 
orates him)  describes  the  original  will  itself,  and  gives  such 
particulars  of  its  appearance  and  apparent  genuineness  as,  I 
think,  clearly  entitles  it  to  be  used  in  evidence  if  its  contents 
could  be  shown.  I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  which  absolutely 
requires  the  evidences  of  genuineness  and  authenticity  to  be 
determined  by  wspeetion  before  a  court  and  jury,  instead  of 
corrypetent  proof  from  persons  who  had  seen  it — its  non-pro- 
duction being  sufficiently  accounted  for. 

If  then  the  paper  itself,  if  produced,  would  be  admissible, 
is  not  evidence  of  its  contents  admissible  in  case  it  be  lost  or 
destroyed  ?  I  am  not  aware  of  any  exception  to  the  rule 
except  this,  that  if  the  paper  be  purposely  destroyed  by  a 
party  having  an  interest  in  its  contents,  he  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  substitute  secondary  evidence,  because  the  willful 
destruction  of  the  more  reliable  witness  tends  to  throw  sus- 
picion upon  the  verity  and  authenticity  of  the  inferior  evi- 
dence. (jRiggs  V.  Taylor^  9  Wheat.,  483 ;  Blade  v.  Nolcmd^ 
12  Wend.,  478 ;  2  Cow.  &  HiU's  Notes,  1206.) 

Further  than  this,  I  am  not  aware  that  the  rule  has  ever 
been  carried.  Innocent  parties  should  not  suffer  from  the 
indiscretion  or  Mrickedness  of  others  with  whom  they  have  no 
connection,  and  of  whose  acts  they  have  no  knowledge.  I  do 
not  discover  anything  tending  to  cast  suspicion  on  the  defend- 
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ants  as  having  been  in  any  way  connected  with,  or  cogni- 
zant of  the  destruction  of  this  paper.  The  established  mle, 
therefore,  applies  that  the  next  best  evidence  is  to  be  admitted. 
{litherly  v.  Waggoner,  11  Wend.,  599.) 

The  secondary  evidence,  if  in  its  natnre  admissible,  was 
of  the  most  satisfactory  character.  It  was  in  writing,. and 
sworn  *to  be  an  exact  copy.  A  second  copy,  diflfering,  how- 
ever, in  the  name  of  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  was 
also  produced ;  but  whether  copied  from  the  original,  does 
not  appear.  A  third  copy,  which,  though  copied  from  the 
last  preceding  copy,  was  in  all  respects  like  the  first  copy, 
was  also  produced. 

These  were  all  alike,  except  in  the  single  particular  above 
mentioned,  and  coincide  also  in  point  of  date  and  contents 
with  the  extract  from  the  wiU  contained  in  the  deed  of  crazy 
Adam,  of  1785. 

The  first  being  proved  to  have  been  taken  from  the  origi- 
nal, was  entitled  to  very  high  consideration  as  evidence,  and, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  was  clearly  admissible.  I  think  it  is  no 
sufficient  answer  to  this  to  say  this  is  dangerous  evidence. 
Like  all  secondary  evidence,  it  is  not  equally  satisfactory  or 
safe  with  that  of  the  original  paper ;  but  it  would  invade  a 
perfectly  well-settled  rule  of  law,  and  in  many  cases  operate 
most  oppressively,  to  withdraw  it  entirely  from  the  considera- 
tion of  the  jury. 

Nor  do  I  think  we  are  authorized  to  say  that  the  exclusion 
of  this  evidence  was  not  injurious  to  the  defendants.  How 
can  we  know  this?  and  what  is  the  legitimate  inference, 
when  the  foundation  stone  of  one  of  two  distinct  defenses  is 
thus  abruptly  removed?  To  say  that  the  defendants  have 
another  equally  strong  defense  if  either  were  available,  is  to 
make  an  assumption  which  the  jury,  it  is  quite  possible,  were 
not  prepared  to  sanction.  The  other  defense  was  founded 
upon  the  deed  of  crazy  Adam.  It  may  be  that  they  con- 
cluded that  a  deed  from  crazy  Adam  did  not  confer  a  title 
altogether  soimd,  especially  as  one  of  the  witnesses  testified 
that  one  of  the  defendants  informed  him  that  crazy  Adam 
was  not  considered  competent  to  transact  business.    Further, 
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the  will  and  the  deed  support  and  corroborate  each  other  in 
regard  to  the  defense  foxmded  on  the  deed.  There  being 
evidence  to  show  there  was  a  wiU^  it  was  proper,  if  not 
necessary,  that  that  will  should  be  produced,  and  being 
produced  and  claimed  to  confer  only  an  estate  for  life,  the 
two  together  concur  to  give  character  and  strength  to  the 
title  set  up  under  them  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
Sesides,  this  case  comes  up  on  exceptions,  and  it  is  nearly  a 
universal  rule  that  material  evidence  erroneously  admitted, 
or  excluded  upon  exception,  requires  a  new  trial,  and  that 
we  are  not  permitted  to  speculate  upon  the  probable  effect 
of  the  error  upon  the  final  result.  {Dresser  v.  Ainsworth^ 
9  Barb.,  619;  Woi^aU  v.  PomaoHee^  1  Oomst.,  519.) 

It  does  not  belong  to  the  judge  at  the  trial  to  reject  one  of 
two  good  defenses  which  the  party  may  offer,  especially 
when  he  does  not  put  his  decision  on  any  such  ground,  nor 
indicate  to  the  jury  his  opinion  on  the  other  branch  of  the 
case.  The  party  has  a  right  to  take  his  chances  before 
the  jury  on  both,  and  it  is  dangerous  for  a  court  of  review 
to  indulge  in  conjectures  as  to  the  probable  non-prejudice  to 
a  party  of  the  exclusion  of  an  instrument  of  evidence  vital 
to  one  branch  of  his  defence.  There  would  be  more  plausi- 
bility in  this  aspect  of  the  case  if  we  could  see  that  the  judge 
at  the  trial  had  distinctly  charged  that  the  defendants,  if 
entitled  to  succeed  at  all,  were  entitled  to  a  verdict  of  the 
jury  under  the  deed  from  crazy  Adam. 

Again,  the  will  appears  to  have  been  an  important  item  of 
evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  a  deed  relied  on  by  the 
judge  in  his  charge,  from  Lambert  to  Adam.  This  was 
material  evidence  on  that  point. 

I  think  farther,  that  if  the  exclusion  of  the  will  at  the 
trial  was  upon  the  ground  (as  it  manifestly  was  not)  that  the 
defendant  had  another  substantial  ground  of  defense,  such 
ground  should  have  been  (as  it  was  not)  stated  by  counsel 
and  sustained  by  the  judge  as  a  legitimate  objection  to  the 
testimony.  The  parties  then  could  have  distinctly  taken 
their  exceptions  to  such  a  ruling  and  distinctly  prepared 
themselves  for  other  grounds  of  defense. 
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AgftiTi  it  ifi  said  that  the  rejection  of  this  evidence  was  of 
no  moment  for  the  fizrther  reason  that  the  will,  omitting 
words  of  inheritance,  gave  only  a  life  estate  to  Lambert 
(2d),  waiving  the  question  whether  the  will  conferred  a  fee  or 
a  life  estate  only  on  Lambert  (2d),  (which  is  not  without 
embarrassment,  for  the  will  purports  to  dispose  of  all  the 
testator's  temporal  estate^  and  there  is  no  residuary  clause 
giving  the  remainder  of  this  estate  to  any  other  person).  I 
think  it  cannot  be  said  this  evidence  was  unimportant,  for 
the  following  reasons : 

1.  K  it  showed  a  Ufe  estate  in  Lambert  (2d),  it  was  proper 
to  show  that  fact  as  hd/rod/acUmf  to  and  in  connection  with 
other  evidence  on  which  a  complete  defense  was  to  rest* 
Thus  it  was  competent  to  show  it  in  connection  with  the  deed 
from  crazy  Adam;  which  evidence  it  corroborated  and 
supported. 

2.  It  tended  to  show  lAtLe  out  of  Adcmi^  the  son  of  the  tes- 
tator on  whom  (Adam)  the  plaintiffs  relied  as  the  source  of 
their  own  title.  Adam  died  before  his  father,  Lambert,  and  if 
Lambert  was  seized  and  died  in  possession  of  the  premises, 
of  which  there  was  much,  not  to  say  conclusive  evidence, 
proof  of  Lambert's  will,  carrying  away  the  estate  from  Adam, 
and,  of  course,  from  his  devisees,  would  be  a  very  material 
link  in  the  chain  of  defendants'  evidence,  and  whether  it 
showed  an  estate  in  fee  in  Lambert  (2d),  was  not  so 
material  as  that  it  showed  title  out  of  the  plaintiffl. 

If  Lambert  (1st)  died  in  possession  owning  the  premises, 
then  the  only  way  in  which  the  plalntiflfe  could  claim 
would  be  as  his  heirs-at-law.  But  defendant  Adam  (as 
well  as  numerous  other  persons)  was  also  (in  such  case),  his 
heir-at-law,  and  the  parties  would  be  tenants  in  common, 
and  the  plaintiffs  would  not  be  entitled  to  recov^  at  all 
without  showing  an  ouster  by  their  co-tenants,  which  would 
not  be  presumed,  and  if  they  did  recover  would  be  entitled 
to  only  a  fractional  proportion  of  the  premises,  instead  of  the 
entire  tract  which  they  in  fact  recovered  at  the  triaL  More- 
over, I  think  so  narrow,  and  far  from  obvious  ground  for  the 
exclusion  of  apparently  proper  evidence,  should  have  been 
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mentioned  at  the  trial,  to  the  end  that  the  party  ruled  against 
might  have  had  an  opportunity  to  obviate  the  objection  by 
other  evidence.  Again  it  is  now  urged,  but  without  ever 
having  been  suggested  on  the  trial,  that  this  will  neither 
devises  nor  assumes  to  devise  the  premises  in  question. 

I  should  be  strongly  inclined  to  adopt  th6  contrary  view, 
that  it  was  assumed  at  the  trial,  and  therefore  must  be  taken 
for  granted  here,  that  it  did  dispose  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion. I  am  aware  that  there  is  proof  in  the  case  tending  to 
show  that  one  of  the  defendants  admitted  that  the  crazy 
Adam  deed  (which  related  to  the  same  premises  as  did  th6 
will)  "  was  of  no  use  against  the  Enders'  iecause  it  rdated 
to  the  woodlcmd^^  (a  different  tract);  but  there  is,  on  the 
other  hand,  much  evidence  tending  to  show  that  it  did 
relate  to  the  premises  in  controversy,  and  it  was,  therefore,  a 
question  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  The  witnesses  (several 
of  them)  show  that  the  premises  in  controversy  are  lot  JS'o. 
110  in  Morris  and  Ooeyman's  patent  (the  woodland  lying  in 
the  Stembergh  patent),  and  several  others  testify  that  the 
mother  of  Lambert,  2d  (the  devisee),  lived  on  the  farm  in 
question,  which  satisfies  the  words  of  the  devise,  which  ar© : 
"I  give  unto  my  grandson,  Lambert  Stertibergh,  three. hun- 
dred acres  of  land,  which  his  mother  now  has  in  poseeeaiofi^ 
or  two  lots.*'  There  can  be  no  question  that  there  was 
enough,  at  all  events,  in  favor  of  the  defendants'  location  of 
this  tract  to  draw  the  question  to  the  jury.  In  any  aspect 
in  which  I  am  able  to  consider  it,  I  am  of  opnion  that  one 
or  more  copies  of  the  will  were  erroneously  rejected. 

I  am  not  satisfied  with  that  part  of  the  chatge  which 
authorized  the  jury,  in  case  Lambert,  the  father  of  the  tes- 
tator, Adam,  was  originally  the  owner  of  the  premises  in 
question,  to  presume  a  conveyance  from  Lambert  to  Adam 
tf  they  were  satisfied  from  the  evidence  such  conveyance  had 
been  made.  There  would  seem  to  be  a  saving  clause  to  the 
otherwise  positive  direction  or  authority  of  the  court  iix 
the  phraseology  at  the  end  of  this  sentence,  but  when  we 
come  to  consider,  as  the  case  states,  that  "  all  the  evidence 
upon  which  said  charge  was  founded  is  set  forth  in  the  bill 
35 
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of  exceptions,"  and  on  examining  that  evidence  find  no 
proof  of  any  such  conveyance,  nor  tending  to  prove  that  one 
had  been  made,  I  think  the  remarks  of  the  judge  are  ex- 
ceptionable and  well  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury.  The 
judge  had  already  told  the  jury,  in  effect,  that  the  death  of 
Adam  in  possession  implied  title  in  him  at  his  death,  because 
he  had  said  that  the  will  of  Adam,  if  he  died  in  possession, 
prima  fade,  gave  title  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  I  think  was 
as  far  as  he  was  authorized  to  go.  To  encourage  the  jury  to 
go  further  and  presume,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  and 
against  evidence,  a  conveyance  from  the  father  to  the  son, 
when  it  was  a  disputed  question  before  them  whether  the 
father  or  the  son  was  in  possession,  and  there  was  much 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  father  was  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  one  year  after  the  son's  death,  and  the  father  had 
made  a  will  (or  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he 
had)  disposing  of  the  property  in  question,  was  but  stimu- 
lating them  to  indulge  in  the  loosest  presumptions;  in  the 
first  place  to  presume  title  in  fee  in  Adam  from  the  fact  of 
possession  at  his  death,  and,  if  he  was  not  in  possession,  to 
presume  a  cx)nveyaTice  from  his  father  to  Adam  in  order  liiat 
Adam's  will  might  take  effect.  The  rule  on  the  subject  is 
careftilly  and,  I  think,  well  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Tindal 
in  Doe  v.  Oaoke  (6  Ring.,  174-179):  "No  case  can  be 
put  in  which  any  presumption  has  been  made,  except  when 
a  title  has  been  shown  by  the  party  who  calls  for  the  pre- 
sumption, good  in  substance,  but  wanting  some  essential 
matter  mecessary  to  make  it  complete  in  point  of  form.  In 
such  case,  when  the  possession  is  shown  to  have  been  con- 
sistent with  the  fact  directed  to  be  presumed,  and  in  such 
cases  only,  has  it  ever  been  allowed." 

There  are  subordinate  questions  in  the  case  which  I  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  examine,  and  if  I  am  right  in  the  con- 
clusions thus  far  arrived  at,  they  are  wholly  unimportant  to 
be  considered. 

I  think  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  erroneous, 
and  should  be  reversed ;  and  that  a  new  trial  should  be 
granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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DEiaOj  Ch.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  upon  the  evidence 
which  was  given  respecting  the  will,  of  which  a  copy  was 
offerred  in  evidence,  and  upon  the  proof  which  was  proposed 
to  be  given  and  was  rejected,  the  copy  should  have  been 
received.  I  do  not  perceive  why,  upon  principal,  secondary 
evidence  may  not  be  given  of  a  document  which  has  been 
accidentally  lost  or  destroyed,  without  the  fault  of  the  party 
offering  it,  although  such  document  was  one  which,  from  age 
or  other  circumstances,  proved  itself,  instead  of  being  authen- 
ticated by  ordinary  proof  of  its  execution.  The  law  regards 
an  ancient  deed  or  will  which  has  been  kept  in  the  proper  cus- 
tody, and  where  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  property 
devised  or  conveyed,  has  corresponded  with  the  dispositions 
of  the  instrument  as  prima  fade  an  authentic  document. 
So  far  as  its  consistency  as  a  piece  of  evidence  is  con- 
cerned, it  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  an  instrument 
duly  proved  or  acknowleged.  If  a  paper,  the  execution 
of  which  can  be  proved,  is  lost  or  destroyed,  a  party 
interested  under  it  may,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case, 
prove  what  it  contained  and  avail  himself  of  it  as  though 
it  had  been  produced.  But  if,  instead. of  being  capable 
of  proof,  by  bringing  witnesses  to  its  execution,  it  be  shown 
to  be  a  paper  which,  under  the  circumstances  appearing  in 
evidence,  proved  itself,  and  did  not  require  the  production  of 
witnesses  to  its  execution,  the  reason  for  admitting  secondary 
evidence  of  its  contents  would  appear  to  be  eqtially  strong  as 
in  the  other  case.  So  far  as  the  evidence  of  antiquity  arising 
from  the  appearance  of  the  paper  is  material,  the  party  would 
have  to  supply  it  by  oral  testimony  from  one  who  had  seen 
it.  No  doubt  it  would  be  more  satisfactory  to  have  the  paper 
to  produce  before  the  court  and  jnry,  but  where  this  cannot 
be  done,  the  same  principal  of  necessity  which  admits  second- 
ary evidence  of  its  contents  would  allow  proof  of  its  general 
appearance,  and  of  the  marks  of  antiquity  which  were  appa- 
rent upon  it.  To  show  the  reasonableness  of  this  position, 
suppose  an  ancient  deed  or  will  to  have  existed  down  to  a 
very  late  period  antecedent  to  the  trial,  and  to  be  accompanied 
with  all  the  circumstances  required  to  admit  its  reception 
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without  proof  of  its  execution,  and  then  that  It  was  accident- 
ally burned  up.  No  one,  I  think,  would  claim  that  the  party 
interested  under  it,  would  forfeit  his  rights  by  being  preclu- 
ded from  giving  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  The  evi- 
dence to  bring  this  will  within  the  role  was  in  my  opin- 
ion sufficient.  It  purported  to  have  been  duly  executed  and 
attested ;  it  was  foiind  in  the  hands  of  a  descendant  of  the 
testator,  who  was  also  a  descendant  of  one  of  the  executors ; 
it  was  therefore  found  in  proper  custody.  The  paper  waa 
about  eighty  years  old  when  it  was  destroyed,  and  it.  had  all 
the  appearance  of  age  which  a  paper  which  had  existed  so 
long  would  be  expected  to  have.  The  premises  in  contro- 
versy had  been  held  in  consistency  with  its  dispositional 
Lambert  Stembeiigh,  the  grandson  of  the  testator,  to  whom 
it  was  devised,  entered  into  possession  of  it  as  soon  aa  he 
came  oi  age,  previous  to  which  his  mother,  who  was  his 
natural  guardian,  and  hear  husband,  had  been  in  possession. 
This  is  precisely  what  would  have  happened  if  the  will  were 
a  genuine  paper.  The  alleged  will  also  devised  land  to  all 
tibie  testator's  children,  and  among  them  to  his  son  Abraham, 
and  a  daughter  ,of  this  Abraham  was  examined  by  the 
defendants  who  offered  to  prove  by  her  that  her  father 
acquired  real  estate  under  the  will  of  his  father,  the  testator, 
in  the  alleged  will ;  but  this  was  rejected.  In  testing  the 
question  we  must  consider  that  the  offered  evidence  would 
have  been  gi^en  had  it  been  allowed.  In  addition  to  this^ 
a  v^  explicit  act  recognizing  the  will  as  an  authentic  one 
was  shown  by  the  production  of  the  deed  from  Adam 
Stembergh,  to  Lambert  the  grandson  of  the  testator.  This 
deed  was  executed  seventy-two  years  before  the  trial  and 
only  about  twenty  years  after  the  date  of  the  alleged  will, 
when  the  disposition  which  the  testator  had  madis  of  his 
property  must  have  been  known  and  remembered  among  his 
numerous  family.  Both  parties  to  it  were  the  descendants 
of  the  testator,  and  the  grantee  a  devisee  under  the  alleged 
wiU,  the  grantor  being  his  grandson  and  his  heir-at-law,  and 
the  grantee  abo  a  grandson  and  the  devisee  of  the  premises 
in  controversy.    The  deed  refers  to  the  wiU  accurately  by 
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its  date,  and  it  moreover  recites  one  of  the  dispoeing  clauses 
in  hcteo  verba.  This  proof  taken  together  appears  to  me 
to  have  been  quite  snfflcient  to  vrarrant  the  reception  of 
the  will  in  evidence  as  an  ancient  will  within  all  the  eases. 
The  evidence  of  its  destruction  and  of  the  accuracy  of  the 
copy  offered  in  evidence  was  entirely  satisfactory.  It  follows 
that  the  ruling  by  which  it  was  excluded  when  offered  was 
erroneous. 

It  is  a  much  more  difficult  question  whether,  considering 
the  course  which  the  trial  subsequently  took,  the  error  was^ 
at  all  material.  The  deed  from  Adam  Stembergh,  the 
grandson  of  the  testator  and  his  heir-at-law,  to  another 
grandson,  Lambert  Stembergh,  under  which  the  defendants 
claim  title,  to  which  I  have  just  referred  for  another  purpose, 
was  sufficient  to  carry  to  the  grantee  the  title  to  the  prem- 
ises, on  the  assumption  that  Lambert  (the  elder)  died  intes- 
tate as  to  his  property,  either  wholly  or  in  respect  to  the 
reversion  expectant  on  the  death  of  Lambert,  the  grandson. 
Hence,  it  is  urged,  with  some  reason,  that  if  Lambert  Stem- 
bergh (the  elder)  died  seized  of  the  premises,  the  defendants 
made  out  a  title  to  them  under  the  deed  of  his  heir-at-law, 
and  thus  the  existence  of  the  wiU  became  of  no  direct  import- 
ance. K  there  had  been  any  question  of  fact  to  submit  to 
the  jury  respecting  tibe  deed,  it  could  have  been  answered 
that  the  defendant  should  have  beeh  permitted  to  show  both 
branches  of  his  title ;  but  upon  the  facts  proved  there  was  no 
such  question.  There  was  no  answer  to  the  defendants'  title 
under  the  deed,  provided  the  elder  Lambert  Stembergh 
died  seized,  and  if  he  did  not,  the  will  could  have  no  opera- 
tion. 

The  plaintiffs  claim  under  the  will  of  Adam  Stembergh, 
one  of  the  sons  of  Lambert  (the  elder),  executed  in  1763. 
He,  Adam,  died  the  next  year,  and  his  father  survived  him, 
and  died  in  1765 ;  having  made  his  will,  according  to  my 
view  of  the  evidence,  in  January  of  that  year.  The  Will  of 
Adam,  in  its  general  terms,  embraced  the  premises,  provided 
the  testator  was  entitled  to  devise  them,  and  under  that  wiU 
the  ancestresses  of  the  plaintiffs  took  a  vested  remainder  sub- 
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ject  to  the  life  estate  devised  to  Lambert,  his  son.  The  real 
question  in  the  case,  therefore,  was,  whether  Adam  was 
seized  of  the  premises  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  at  his 
death.  If  he  was,  the  plaintiffs'  title  was  complete,  but 
otherwise  they  they  had  no  pretense  of  title.  No  paper  title 
in  him  was  attempted  to  be  shown.  But  possession  of  a  per- 
son with  a  claim  of  ownership  lAprimafaoie  evidence  of  title, 
and  possession  alone,  without  anything  to  qualify  it,  would 
be  presumptive  evidence  of  title.  After  such  a  length  of 
time  no  living  witness  can  speak  as  to  the  fact  of  possession 
of  his  own  knowledge,  and  I  think  there  is  no  rule  admitting 
hearsay  upon  such  a  question. 

The  premises  in  question  appear  to  be  embraced  in  two 
deeds,  executed  respectively  by  Philip  Schuyler  and  others, 
and  by  Cornelia  Schuyler  and  others  to  Lambert  Stembergh 
the  elder,  in  1754;  eleven  years  before  the#death  of  the 
grantee.  The  title  is  not  traced  farther  back,  nor  is  there 
aMy  direct  evidence  that  the  grantee  entered  imder  the  con- 
veyances: K  the  copy  of  this  will  had  been  admitted,  an 
authentic  assertion  of  ownership  on  his  part  would  have  been 
shown,  within  about  ten  years  from  the  execution  of  the 
deeds  to  him.  The  lands  in  question,  among  others,  were 
specifically  devised  by  that  will  to  his  grandson  Lambert. 
It  is  xmimportant  to  consider  whether  the  want  of  technical 
words  of  inheritance  would  have  limited  the  devise  to  an 
estate  for  life,  because  if  the  elder  Lambert  was  the  owner 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  plaintiflb  would  have  taken 
nothing  upon  his  intestacy  of  the  reversion.  Th^i-e  is  no 
competent  evidtoce  that  Adam,  the  son  of  Lambert  (1st), 
ever  had  possession  of  the  premises.  It  is,  however,  proba- 
ble ;  for  his  will,  after  his  death,  and  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  wife  of  his  father,  was  in  possession,  as  appears  by  the 
wiU  itself.  But  this  same  evidence,  which  shows  her  to  have 
been  in  possession  at  that  early  period,  also  shows,  aigu- 
mentatively,  that  the  possession  was  in  subordination  to  the 
title  of  her  husband's  father ;  but  in  the  same  instrument  he 
disposes  of  it  to  her  son,  the  second  Lambert ;  which  he 
would  have  no  right  to  do  if  her  husband  had  died  seized. 
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There  was  much  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  Lambert 
(2d),  as  to  his  title  to  the  premises.  He  undoubtedly  often 
admitted  in  substance  that  he  held  under  the  will  of  his 
father,  which  gave  him  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  sisters,  under  which  the  plaintiffs  claim ;  but  he  also 
sometimes  claimed  that  his  father  did  not  own  the  land,  and 
that  he  held  it  under  the  will  of  his  grandfather.  The 
declarations  of  Adam,  the  defendant,  and  his  desire,  and  that 
of  hia  sons,  the  other  defendants,  to  conceal  the  will  of  the 
elder  Adam,  were  entitled  to  little  weight,  as  neither  he  or 
they  could  have  known  anything  respecting  the  source  of 
title  of  Lambert  (2d).  The  will  of  the  elder  Adam  is  not 
in  any  respect  hostile  to  that  of  his  father,  the  first  Lambert. 
It  does  not  devise  the  premises  in  question  specifically, 
althougl^  it  embraces  them  if  he  owned  them.  If  he  did  not 
own  theie  premises,  it  took  effect  only  upon  his  other  lands ; 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  was  seized  of  other  real  estate,  proba- 
bly in  large  quantities,  as  he  was  or  had  been  joint  patentee 
with  his  father  of  three  thousand  acres  in  the  Stembergh 
patent.  The  will  of  the  first  Lambert  is  an  assertion  of 
dominion  over  the  particular  premises  in  question,  and  the 
will  of  his  son  Adam  is  not  hostile  to  that  assertion,  as 
the  devise  is  general,  and,  in  effect,  rebinding,  and  does  not 
assert  a  right  to  dispose  of  these  or  of  any  particular  lands. 
These  remarks  are  not  made  with  a  view  of  examining  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  but  in  order  to  test  the  materiality  of 
the  evidence  excluded,  and  to  try  the  correctness  of  the 
charge. 

As  an  historical  problem,  I  should  consider  the  probability 
to  be  that  Adam  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  without 
title,  but  with  the  permission  of  his  father,  and  that  the 
latter,  after  his  son  had  died  before  him,  elected  to  devise 
the  premises  to  the  only  son  of  his  deceased  son.  I  am 
inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  excluded  will  was  competent 
upon  the  question  of  ownership  or  seizin  between  this 
father  and  son,  considering  the  obscurity  of  the  other  evi 
dence  and  the  great  length  of  time  which  had  elapsed.  It 
was  a  strong  assertion  of  ownership,  and  should  have  been 
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Qongidered  in  connectioii  with  the  other  proof.  I  thjak  that 
part  of  the  charge  of  the  judge  was  erroneous  in  which  he 
instructed  the  jury  that  if  Lambert,  the  father  of  the  testator 
Adam,  was  originally  the  owner  of  the  premises  in  question, 
the  jury  might  presume  a  conveyance  from  Lambert  to 
Adam,  if  they  were  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  such 
cwveyance  had  been  made.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
Adam  possessed  the  premises  for  any  considerable  length  of 
time  before  his  death,  if  he  was  in  possession  at  aU.  After 
his  death  and  the  death  of  his  father,  which  soon  followed, 
possession  of  his  widow  and  of  her  second  husband  waa  as 
consistent  with  the  suggestion  that  the  land  had  always 
belonged  to  Lambert,  the  father,  as  that  he  had  conveyed  it 
to  his  son.  There  was  ^ihen  reaUy  but  a  short  possession,  if 
any,  npon  which  to  base  the  presumption.  To  presume  a . 
deed  under  such  circumstances  would  be  mere  conjecture^ 
not  warranted  by  any  principle  of  law. 

I  am  in  favor  of  reversing  the  judgment  and  granting  a 
new  trial,  for  the  error  in  excluding  the  copy  of  the  will  and 
for  the  error  which  I  have  pointed  out  in  the  charge. 

Beversed. 
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EvBBirrT  Clapp  v.  Okaob  0.  Mbbbbols. 

The  doctrine  of  extinguishment  bj  judgment,  has  no  application  where  the 
judgment  is  not  against  the  principal  debtor,  but  against  one  collaterally 
liable.  In  such  case,  there  must  be  both  judgment  and  satisfaotion  to  affect 
the  principal  debt 

An  administrator  de  Ionia  non  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  represexxtativet 
of  a  deceased  executor,  who  died  without  applying  the  assets  which  had 
come  to  his  hands. 

Where  legacies  have  been  bequeathed  to  several  legatees,  and  tiie  executor  has 
committed  a  devastavit,  the  estate  is  to  be  considered  the  principal  debtor, 
and  is  not  to  be  discharged  from  such  legacies  exeept  by  payment,  and  any 
judgment  against  the  executor  for  such  legaqy,  is  to  be  deemed  as  collateral 
and  auxiliary  merely;  not  as  affecting  the  principal  debt 

Appkal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  affirming 
a  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  Kings  county,  made  upon  the 
final  accounting  of  the  appellant,  Clapp,  as  the  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed  of  Simon  Hichardson,  deceased.  The 
decree,  besides  adjusting  the  accounts  of  the  appellant  as 
administrator,  orders  distribution  of  the  sum  of  $8,808.26 
found  to  be  in  his  hands  unadministered  among  certain  of 
the  legatees  under  the  will  of  the  deceased^  and  the  question 
presented  relates  chiefly  to  the  principles  upon  whick  th«  dis- 
tribution was  made.  The  testator  died  in  the  year  1850, 
leaving  a  widow^  two  sons  and  three  daughters,  seyeral  grand- 
children, the  children  of  a  deceased  daughter,  and  another 
grandchild,  the  daughter  of  a  deceased  son.  To  the  last- 
mentioned  grandchild  he  gave  a  legacy  of  (2,000^  which  has 
been  paid,  and  respecting  that  there  is  not  now  any  question. 
To  his  widow  he  gave  one^third  of  his  personal  estate  and 
the  income  for  life  of  one-third  of  his  real  estate.  She  died 
before  the  present  con1a*oversy  arose,  and  there  is  no  question 
arising  upon  the  provision  made  for  her.  He  gave  one-sixth 
part  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  each  of  his  five 
surviving  children,  and  the  remaining  sixth  part  to  his  exe- 
cutors in  trust  for  tlie  children  of  his  deceased  daughter,  that 
share  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  children.  He 
devised  his  real  estate  to  his  executors  in  trust  to  receive  the 
36 
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rents  and  profits  until  they  should  sell  the  same,  and  gave 
thenj  a  f»ower  to  sell.  The  rents  and  profits  while  the  real 
estate  reuiaincti  unsold,  except  the  one-third  given  to  the 
widow,  ajid  the  proceeds  of  the  sales,  when  made,  were  to 
be  divided  among  his  children  and  grandchildren  in  the  same 
proportion  as  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  as  above  men- 
tioned. He  recited  that  he  had  made  advances  to  three  of 
his  children,  namely,  to  his  two  surviving  sons,  William  and 
Stephen,  $10,000  each;  to  his  deceased  daughter,  Mrs. 
Lewis,  in  her  lifetime,  $1,300 ;  and  to  one  of  his  surviving 
daughters,  Grace,  $1,100.  He  directed  that  these  advance- 
ments should  be  added  to  the  sums  composing  the  amount  to 
be  divided,  and  that  the  aggregate  should  be  distributed  in 
the  proportions  above  mentioned,  but  a  deduction  was  to  be 
made  from  the  shares  of  those  to  whom  advancements  had 
been  made  of  the  sums  advanced  to  them  respectively.  The 
testator's  wife,  his  sons,  William  and  Stephen,  and  his 
brother,  Marvin,  were  appointed  executrix  and  executors. 
The  sons  alone  appear  to  have  acted,  an.d  no  question  arises 
as  to  the  other  persons  appointed.  Letters  testamentary 
were  issued  to  his  sons  in  the  year  1850  and  they  took  pos- 
session of  the  estate  and  imdertook  to  execute  the  trusts  of 
the  will.. 

In  May,  1866,  they  sold  and  disposed  of  the  interest  they 
had  in  the  estate  as  l^atees  and  devisees  under  the  will  to 
certain  persons,  under  whom  the  appellant  acquired  title  to 
their  interest  by  a  subsequent  purchase.  Being  thus  pos- 
sessed of  their  rights  as  legatees  and  devisees,  he  cited  them 
to  account  as  executors  before  the  surrogate.  One  of  them, 
Stephen  F.  Bichardson,  petitioned  for  a  final  settlement  as 
executors  and  trustees  puisuant  to  the  statute,  and  the 
proper  citation  having  been  issued,  and  the  parties  having 
been  heard,  the  accounts  of  the  two  executors  were  settled 
and  allowed,  and  the  decree  for  distribution  was  made.  The 
sum  to  be  distributed  was  found  to  be  $55,327.26.  It 
embraced  the  advances  mentioned  in  the  will  as  having  been 
made  by  the  testator  to  four  of  the  legatees,  and  it,  more- 
over, embraced  a  sum  of  $8,281.23,  for  an  indebtedness  of  the 
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two  execators  to  the  estate,  for  a  deficiency  ariaing  upon 
the  sale  of  certain  premises  which  they  had  mortgaged  to  the 
testator  in  his  lifetime  to  secure  a  debt  which  they  owed 
him.  Taking  this  aggregate  as  the  amount  to  be  divided, 
each  one  of  the  six  shares  mentioned  in  the  will  amounted  to 
$9,221.21.  The  surrogate  proceeded  to  adjust  the  claims  of 
each  of  the  legatees  and  devises,  several  of  whom  had 
received  from  the  executors  payments  on  account  of  their 
shares. 

Stephen  F.  Eichardson  and  William  S.  Richardson,  being 
each  chargeable  with  $10,000  as  advances,  were  not  awarded 
anything  as  beneficiaries  under  the  will.  They  were  ordered 
to  pay  each  of  the  three  daughters  the  following  sums,  being 
the  ballances  of  the  shares  of  said  daughters  afler  deducting 
the  advances  made  to  such  of  them  as  had  been  advanced 
and  the  payments  made  to  them  by  the  executors,  viz. :  to 
Grace  C.  Meserole,  $3,520.81;  to  Jane  A.  Eichardson 
$2,361.21 ;  and  to  Clementine  Eichardson,  $7,627.36,  and  to 
the  children  of  Mrs.  Lewis,  the  deceased's  daughter,  several 
sums  amounting  to  $7,021.21,  being  the  balance  of  the  sixth 
share,  which  sum,  deducting  amounts  which  the  executors 
had  paid  to  some  of  them,  was  properly  distributed  among 
these  grandchildren.  This  decree  was  made  on  the  1st  day 
of  June,  1861. 

Pending  the  proceedings  on  the  accounting  which  resulted 
in  that  decree,  and  on  the  llth  of  October,  1859,  the  said 
Stephen  F.  and  William  S.  Eichardson  were,  by  an  order  of 
the  surrogate  of  Kings  county,  removed  from  their  office 
as  executors,  and  on  the  30th  of  December  following,  the 
appellant  was  appointed  administrator  with  the  will  annexed 
of  the  goods  of  the  deceased  imadministered.  The  account- 
ing proceeded  and  the  decree  for  distribution  was  made  not- 
withstanding tliis  change.  The  appellant  entered  upon  the 
administration. 

On  the  31st  July,  1861,  he  applied  to  the  surrogate  of 
Kings  county  for  a  final  settlement  of  his  accounts,  and  a 
citation  was  accordingly  issued  and  served  upon  aU  the  par- 
ties interested*    The  decree  made  upon  that  application  was 
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the  one  from  whioh  the  appeal  in  this  ca^e  was  taken.  It 
appeared  on  the  hearing  from  the  administrator's  return,  and 
otherwise  that  the  onlj  ass^s  which  had  come  into  the  hands 
of  the  appellant,  as  administrator,  was  the  sum  of  fifteen 
thousand  seven  hundred  dollars  realized  upon  the  sale  of 
certain  mortgaged  premises,  under  a  mortgage  which 
belonged  to  the  estate;  and,  that  after  deducting  certain 
expenses,  and  commissions,  there  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
appellant  tg  be  administered  the  sum  of  $14,081.72.  This 
was  frirther  reduced,  by  the  retaining  of  a  considerable  sum 
for  a  disputed  claim,  and  other  sums  for  admitted  debts,  and 
about  seven  hundred  dollars  for  counsel  fees  to  $8,809.26, 
which  belonged  to  the  beneficiaries  under  the  will  and  their 
assigns,  or  to  some  of  them. 

It  was  not  claimed  that  the  former  executors,  Stephen  F. 
and  William  S.  Kichardson  had  paid  the  several  amounts 
directed  to  be  paid  Jyj  them  by  the  former  decree. 

The  surrogate  determined  upon  the  present  application, 
that  the  appellant,  as  the  owner  of  the  shares,  whidi  had 
belonged  to  8.  F.  and  W.  S.  Richardson,  was  not  entitled  to 
any  portion  of  the  sum  to  be  now  distributed.  He  showed, 
by  a  statement  contained  in  the  decree,  that  the  shares  of 
each  of  the  persons  were  liable  to  a  deduction  of  $10,000  on 
advances  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  for  one-half  of  the 
deficiency  on  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  above  men- 
tioned, and  tor  one-half  of  the  sum  adjudged  by  the  former 
decrees  to  be  paid  by  them  and  which  they  had  not  paid. 
The  aggregate  deductions  against  each  of  them  thus  amounted 
to  $18,971.26,  which  exceeded  their  proportion  of  the  whole 
fund.  He  decreed  the  distribution  of  the  above  sum  of 
$8,809.26,  in  the  hands  of  the  appellant,  among  the  other 
beneficiaries  under  the  will  in  a  manner  not  drawn  in  ques- 
tion on  this  appeal,  and  directed  the  appellant  to  pay  them 
accordingly. 

Except  that  a  clause  was  ordered  to  be  inserted  to  the 
effect  that  the  sum  of  the  first  degree  ordered  to  be  paid  by 
S.  F.  and  W.  8.  Richardson  should  be  considered  undistribu- 
ted assets  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  that  the  par- 
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ties  intereeted  in  *that  estate,  or  any  of  them,  shotild  be  at 
liberty,  at  any  time,  to  apply  to  the  anrrogate  of  Kings  oonnty 
for  fatnre  directiong  in  respect  thereto. 

The  decree  was  affirmed  at  a  General  Term  of  the  Snpreme 
Ckmrt,  and  the  appellant,  the  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed,  prosecntes  the  present  appeal. 

J.  C.  Smithy  for  the  appellant. 

J.  Z.  Ca/m^elly  for  the  respondent. 

Dbnio,  Ch.  J.  It  is  not  claimed  that  there  was  any  error 
in  the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  so  far  as  the  settlement  of  the 
appellant's  accounts  as  administrator  are  concerned.  He  does 
not  complain  that  he  was  chai^d  with  any  greater  sum  than 
that  which  had  come  to  his  hands,  or  that  any  allowances  to 
which  he  was  entitled  were  rejected.  But,  as  the  assignee  of 
the  testamentary  gifts  in  favor  of  S.  F.  and  S.  W.  Eichardson,  he 
was  interested  in  the  distribution  of  the  balance  in  his  hands 
as  administrator,  and  the  supposed  error  of  which  he  com- 
plained affiBcts  only  his  interest  as  such  assignee.  In  that 
character  he  represents  the  Kichardsous,  and  can  claim  no 
other  rights  than  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  if  they 
had  not  parted  with  their  interests,  but  were  now  the  claim- 
ants of  a  share  of  the  assets  distributed  by  the  decree 
appealed  from.  As  legatees,  they  were  chargeable,  in  the  first 
instance,  with  $10,000  each  for  advancements  made  to  them 
by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  it  is  not  eontoided  by  the 
appellant  that  they,  or  he,  as  their  assignee  and  represent^ 
ative,  would  be  entitled  to  anything  until  the  legatees  of  the 
other  four  shares  had  each  been  paid  an  equal  amount,  that 
is,  ten  thousand  dollars  on  each  share.  But  upon  stating  an 
account  with  each  of  the  other  shares,  and  charging  the 
legatees  with  the  advances  made  to  two  of  them,  and  charg- 
ing them  respectively  with  all  which  had  been  paid  th«n  by 
the  executors,  it  would  require  much  more  than  the  amount 
in  the  appellant's  hands  for  distribution  to  make  the  pay- 
ments to  each  of  them  equal  to  the  $10,000  which  each  ot 
the  appellant^s  assignees  had    received,  or,  rather,  were 
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chargeable  with  in  the  outset.  The  ap{)ellant'8  position, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  snms  adjudged  to  be  paid  to  these  other 
legatees  by  the  former  decree  should  be  considered  as  having 
been  actually  paid,  and  as  extinguishing  their  legacies  to 
that  amount.  By  adopting  that  view,  they  would  still  each 
have  received  considerably  less  than  the  $10,000  which  each 
of  the  Messrs.  Richardson  were  chargeable  with;  but  if 
enough  of  the  balance  in  the  appellant's  hands  were  applied 
to  make  the  five  other  legacies  $10,000  each,  there  remains  a 
surplus  divisible  among  the  legatees  of  the  whole  six  shares, 
in  which  the  appellant  would  be  entitled  to  participate  as 
the  assignee  of  the  two  shares. 

When  it  is  considered  that  the  legatees  of  the  four  shares 
given  to  persons  other  than  the  Messrs.  Kichardson  have  not 
been  paid  any  part  of  the  sums  adjudged  to  them  by  the 
former  decree,  and  that  the  failure  to  pay  them  arose  from  a 
breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  Messrs.  Bichardson,  and, 
moreover,  that  the  appellant,  as  their  assignee,  stands  pre- 
cisely in  their  place,  and  has  no  other  rights  than  such  as 
they  would  have  had  if  they  had  retained  their  interests  and 
had  been  parties  to  the  distribution  of  the  sum  now  in  con- 
troversy, his  claim  seems  to  be  remarkably  defective  on 
grounds  of  natural  equity.  If  it  can  be  sustained  at  all,  it 
must  be  on  account  of  some  positive  rules  of  law  which  the 
court  is  not  at  liberty  to  disregard,  and  it  is  accordingly 
attempted  to  be  supported  on  such  grounds. 

It  is  argued,  in  the  first  place,  in  substance,  that  the  decree 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  judgment,  which  ordinarily  merges  and 
extinguishes  the  cause  of  action  for  which  it  was  recovered. 
The  right  to  the  four  legacies  having  thus  been  extingoished 
pro  tanto^  they  cannot,  it  is  said,  be  made  use  of,  aa  to  the 
portion  so  extinguished,  to  found  a  fdture  claim  upon  other 
assets  subsequently  realized.  There  is,  no  doubt,  a  technical 
rule  of  the  nature  suggested,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  appli- 
cable to  this  case.  When  the  decree  was  made  against  the 
Messrs.  Bichardson,  they  had  ceased  to  be  executors,  having 
been  removed  by  an  order  of  the  surrogate.  It  was  correct, 
I  think,  to  continue  the  proceedings  against  them,  notwith- 
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standing  their  removal.  They  were  parties,  who  by  means 
of  their  former  position  as  executors,  had  got  into  their 
hands  the  assets  of  the  deceased,  and  one  of  them  had,  before 
his  removal,  applied,  on  his  own  behalf,  for  an  accounting 
respecting  the  trust.  But  if  this  were  otherwise,  and  if  the 
proceedings  ought  to  have  ceased  when  the  executors  were 
removed,  it  would  not  add  to  the  effect  of  the  decree.  If  it 
were  void  for  that  reason,  it  would  not,  of  course,  affect  the 
rights  of  the  legatees,  in  whose  favor  amounts  were  adjudged. 
But  considering  it,  as  I  do,  an  effectual  adjudication,  and 
binding  upon  the  parties  charged,  it  was  not  a  judgment 
against  the  estate,  or  against  persons  representing  the  estate. 
That  was  then  represented  by  the  appellant,  and  the  Eichard- 
sons  were  third  persons,  who  were  accountable  to  the  estate 
for  moneys  which  they  had  received  belonging  to  it,  and 
which  it  was  their  duty  to  pay  over  to  the  parties  to  which 
it  belonged.  The  remedy  against  them  was,  therefore, 
collateral  to  the  claim  of  the  legatees  against  the  estate. 
The  estate,  or  its  then  representative,  was  their  principal 
debtor.  Anything  which  they  could  obtain  by  means  of  this 
collateral  remedy  would  be  applicable  to  their  demands  upon 
the  estate.  But  should  they  fail  to  obtain  anything,  their 
claim  against  the  estate  would  not  be  impaired.  The  doctrine 
of  extinguishment  by  judgment  has  no  application  where  the 
judgment  is  not  against  the  principal  debtor,  but  against 
one  collaterally  liable.  In  such  cases,  both  a  judgment  and 
satisfaction  are  required  to  affect  the  principal  debt. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  first  decree  may  possibly  be  enfor- 
ced hereafter  so  as  to  produce  satisfaction,  and  that  in  such 
an  event  the  holders  of  the  four  shares  will  get  a  larger  part 
of  the  estate  than  they  are  entitled  to.  The  same  feature 
would  always  be  presented  where  a  collateral  security  is 
carried  to  judgment. 

Should  the  debt  be  afterward  paid  by  the  principal  debtor 
it  would  not  be  right  for  the  (reditor  to  take  the  firuits  of  the 
judgment  upon  the  collateral  seciudty,  and  the  law  would 
not  permit  him  to  do  so.  After  payment  by  the  party  prin- 
cipally liable,  he  would  be  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the 
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rights  of  the  creditor  upon  the  collateral  judgment,  and  Buch 
creditor  would  be  declared  a  trustee  for  his  former  debtor. 

It  is  argued  that  the  appellant,  the  present  representative 
of  the  estate,  is  not  entitled  to  enforce  the  former  decree  for 
want  of  priyity  with  the  subject,  and  authorities  are  cited  in 
support  of  that  position.  We  have  lately  had  the  question 
before  us  whether  an  administrator  de  bonds  non,  was  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  against  the  representative  of  an  excc^ 
utor  who  had  died  without  applying  the  assets  which  had  como 
to  his  hands  including  moneys  which  he  had  collected,  and  we 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  under  the  statutes  the  adminis- 
trator could  maintain  such  an  action.  {Walker  y.  WaXker^ 
decided  at  the  June  Term  1864.)  That  decision  answers  the 
suggestion  referred  to. 

It  is  farther  ai^ed  that  the  surrogate  in  making  the 
decree  appealed  from,  charged  against  the  shares  given  to 
the  Bichardsons  and  were  held  by  the  appellant,  the  amount 
awarded  against  them  by  the  former  decree,  as  effects  of  the 
deceased  wasted.  The  point  of  the  objection  is  that  they  dis- 
posed of  their  property  in  their  legacies  to  them  anterior  to 
the  devasUmt  is  a  matter  with  which  the  appellant  is  con- 
cerned. It  is  a  sufficient  answer  that  these  legatees  aftar 
death  of  the  testator  became  possessed  as  aseeat(»rs  of  all  fab 
personalty,  and  under  the  trusts  of  the  will  were  entitled  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  and  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the 
whole  real  estate.  Being  both  executors  and  legatees,  the 
realization  of  their  legacies  depended  upon  the  faithful  p^- 
formance  of  the  trust,  and  it  was  not  possible  for  the  legatees 
to  separate  the  interest  from  the  duty.  He  could  not  convey 
away  the  former  and  then  waste  the  assets  with  which  it 
should  have  been  paid.  The  duty  which  attached  to  the  leg- 
acy in  the  hands  of  the  legatees,  followed  it  into  the  bands  of 
the  appellant. 

llie  same  remarks  are  applicable  to  the  simi  chtuged 
against  the  legacy  to  the  Sidiardsons,  on  account  of  their 
indebtedness  to  the  estate  for  the  deficiency  arising  upon  the 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  under  the  foreclosure  of  & 
m(»rtgage. 
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That  WIU3  a  f&tt  of  this  debt  owing  by  Ihem  to  thd  tei^tatof 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  on  the 
fomilotttE'e  had  not  beeii  feared  at  tlie  tithiai  of  th^  last 
acoounting*  Aftet  the  ^angtd^  by  which  the  appellant  wtifi 
snbstfttited  for  th^  e!xecntord  m  the  tdpi^^sentative  of  the 
e^tatei)  tii6  appoUant  realized  a  oeoH^abi  kmoiml,  and  the  bat 
anae  6f  the  mortgage  d^bt  bocamci  abdolntoly  chaige^ble 
against  the  Kichardsons,  the  mortgagors.  But  the  wholo 
debt  was  coeval  with  the  legacy,  and  tlie  fAil  ptoytttOfit  Of  the 
debt  was  an  equitable  condition  to  the  receipt  by  them  of 
their  legacies.  This  condition  accompanied  the  legacies  into 
the  hands  of  the  appellant. 

In  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  case  I  have  impliedly  con- 
ceded certain  positions  which  may  well  be  controverted. 
By  laboring  to  show  that  the  first  decree  was  in  its  nature 
collateral  to  the  demand  of  the  legatees  agaiust  the  estate, 
because  it  was  against  parties  who  were  not  executors,  I  have 
assumed  that  if  this  were  otherwise  the  appellant's  point, 
that  the  legacies  were  extinguished  jpro  tcmto,  would  be  well 
taken.  If  the  accounting  had  taken  place  while  the  Eichard- 
sons  had  remained  executors,  and  they  had  been  unable  to 
pay  the  amounts  awarded  against  them  because  they  had 
misappropriated  the  assets  with  which  it  ought  to  have  been 
paid,  and  other  assets  had  subsequently  come  into  their 
hands,  it  is  not  possible  that  they  could  have  treated  the 
unsatisfied  judgments  against  them  in  favor  of  the  other 
legatees,  as  payments  to  those  legatees,  and  on  that  basis  have 
claimed  a  distributive  share  of  subsequent  assets,  leaving  the 
other  legacies  unpaid.  The  correct  view,  even  in  such  a 
case,  would  be  to  regard  the  estate  as  the  principal  debtor, 
which  could  not  be  discharged  except  by  actual  payment, 
and  to  look  upon  the  judgment  against  the  executors  as 
auxiliary  only,  not  affecting  the  principal  debt,  that  is,  the 
legacies  to  the  daughters  and  grandchildren,  unless  they 
became  satisfied  by  producing  payment,  and  in  no  sense  an 
extinguishment ;  and  if  the  executors  could  not  set  up  such 
a  position  to  increase  their  own  dividend  as  legatees  out  of 
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the  after  acquired  assetB,  no  person  claiming  title  under  them 
conld  do  it. 

The  saTing  which  the  Supreme  Oourt  added  to  the  decree 
was  a  suitable  provision,  though  not/l  think,  strictly  neces- 
sary to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  legatees  in  any  manner  to 
be  afterward  realized  as  under  the  first  decree.  I  am  satis- 
fied that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Oourt  ought  to  be 
affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed* 
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James  Aokeb  v.  J  axes  A.  Ackbb. 

k  statement  is  sufficient  to  authoriKe  a  judgment  by  confession,  under  section  383* 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  which  states  the  indebtedness  to  be  twofold,  firsts 
on  a  promissory  note,  giving  amount  and  date,  **  being  for  money  loaned  me 
by  plaintiff  to  commence  business  as  a  merchant;'*  and,  second,  on  a  prom- 
issoiy  note,  stating  amount  and  date,  ^  being  for  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for 
me  on  the  real  estate  I  now  own  at  Irving." 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  affirming  one  made  at  Special  Term,  setting  aside  the 
judgment  entered  by  confession  in  this  case,  upon  the 
motion  of  James  Besson,  a  subsequent  judgment  creditor  of 
the  defendant.  The  statement  upon  which  the  judgment 
was  entered  was  in  these  words : 

^^  James  Aoeeb       ) 
Jambs  A.  Aokss.    ) 

"  I  hereby  confess  judgment  in  this  action  in  favor  of  James 
Acker,  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  three  thousand  five  hundred 
and  thirty-six  dollars,  and  authorize  judgment  to  be  entered 
therefor  against  me.  This  confession  of  judgment  is  for 
debts  justly  owing  by  me  to  the  said  plaintiff,  and  now  due 
to  him,  arising  upon  the  following  facts ;  that  is  to  say :  one 
promissory  note  for  twelve  hundred  and  eighty  dollars,  dated 
May  1st,  1850,  with  interest  from  May  1st,  1852,  being  for 
money  loaned  me  by  said  plaintiff  to  commence  business  as 
a  merchant ;  one  promissory  note  for  two  thousand  dollars, 
dated  May  16th,  1850,  with  interest,  being  for  money  paid  by 
said  plaintiff  for  me  on  the  real  estate  I  now  own  at  Irving 
in  the  town  of  Greenburgh,  with  two  hundred  and  thirty-six 
dollars  interest  due  thereon  at  the  date  of  this  judgment, 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars  and  thirty-six  cents. 

"JAMES  A.  ACKER. 
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"  Westohestkb  Countt  s8  : 
"  James  A.  Acker,  the  above  named  defendant,  being  duly 
sworn  saith  the  facts  stated  in  the  above  confession  are 
true.  "JAMES  A.  ACKER. 

"  Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me ) 
this  16th  of  June,  1855,  ] 

"  IssABL  PuRDY,  JusUoe  of  the  PeaoeJ*^ 

Jofm  H.  Reynolds^  for  the  appellant. 

JoJm  K.  Porter^  for  the  respondent. 

Denio,  Ch.  J,  The  statement  upon  which  this  judgment  is 
oonfeseed  is  challenged  on  two  grounds :  first,  that  the 
amount  professed  to  have  been  loaned  in  one  of  the  items, 
and  the  amouut  professed  to  have  been  advanced  for  the 
defendant's  use  in  the  other,  is  not  stated ;  the  argument 
being  that  the  loan  or  advance  of  a  very  small  sum,  such  as 
one  dollar,  in  each  case,  would  satisfy  the  language  of  the 
paper ;  and,  second,  that  there  is  a  failure  to  state  the  circum- 
stances connected  with  the  indebtedness  with  the  particnlar- 
%  yeqtdred  by  the  statute.  By  the  law  and  the  f(»mer 
praotioe  of  the  courts,  a  judgment  might  be  confessed  for 
fmy  amount  which  the  parties  pleased  to  insert  in  the 
b<md  and  warrant  of  attorney ;  and  there  was  no  need  of  any 
.  reference  in  the  papers  to  the  particulars  out  of  which  tl^ 
indebtedness  arose.  Under  this  state  of  the  law,  a  subse- 
quent ^editor  who  might  respect  the  good  faith  of  the  incum- 
brance tbu8  interposed,  would  have  no  means  furnished  by 
the  record,  of  investigating  the  subject  The  legislature 
interposed,  in  1818,  a  provision  requiring  the  pXamtiff  to 
place  on  file  9k  pa/ridmLofr  statement  and  y^ecifieati/m  of  the 
wture  and  consideration  of  the  debt ;  and,  if  this  was  omit- 
ted, the  judgment  ws^  to  be  deemed  firaudulait  against  sub- 
sequent hywh  fide  creditors.  (Laws  of  1818,  ch«  259,  §8.) 
This  act  existed  but  three  years,  and  was  repealed  in  1821, 
with  a  saving  of  the  rights  of  parties  affected  by  judgments 
confessed  while  it  was  in  force.  (Session  Laws,  ch.  38.)  The 
few  existing  members  of  the  profession  who  were  attorneys 
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or  law  stadents  at  that  daj^  will  remember  that  the  effect  of 
the  requirement  was  to  avoid  many  judgments  honestly  con- 
fessed on  acconnt  of  a  want  of  particularity  in  the  statement. 
Where  fraud  was  designed  the  statement  would  usually  be 
made  in  aU  due  form,  while  those  who  did  not  suppose  thai 
their  motives  would  be  suspected  were  apt  to  omit  descrip- 
tive particulars  which  the  statute   and  the    courts   have 
declared  indispensable.    When  the  general  revision  of  the 
statutes  was  enacted  in  1880^  it  was  not  thought  wise  to 
return  to  that  policy*    It  may  be  that  the  experienced  law* 
yers  who  were  concerned  in  compiling  that  system^  had  a 
recsoUection  of  the  evils  which  led  to  the  repeal  of  the  act  of 
1818.    However  this  may  be,  it  has  happened  that  aft^  the 
lapse  of  forty  years,  it  has  been  thought  judicious  to  recur  in 
a  modified  mann^  to  the  policy  which  dictated  that  act.    It 
is  apparent,  aft  has  often  been  mentioned,  that  the  sections 
of  the  Code  which  provide  for  confessions  of  judgments  with- 
out action,  have  in  view  the  same  ends  with  the  act  of  1818, 
and  it  may  be  said  in  a  general  way,  to  be  a  return  to  the 
policy  of  that  act.    But  it  adopts  somewhat  different  nietos 
to  accomplish  the  end.    It  requires  the  oath  of  the  alleged 
debtc»r  aa  to  the  existence  and  amount  of  the  indbbtedness^ 
which  the  former  act  did  not.    The  statement  is:  to  be  m&de 
by  the  defendant,  and  not  by  the  plaintiffr    Instead  of  a 
particnlar  itatemefU  and  ^pecifioationf  of  the  nature  and  oon- 
sideration  of  the  debt,  as  prescribed  by  the  former  act^  it  is  to 
be  a  coneiae  statement  of  ih4  fuels  (nd  of  which  the  d^ebiwo^^ 
and  showing  that  the  sum  confessed  is  justly  due.    If  the 
author  of  this  section  penned  it  with  the  act  of  1818  befbre 
him,  or  in  his  mind,  as  haa  been  supposed^  there  Was  certainly 
an  intention  to  reha  the  strietneaa  of  the  requirement,  and  to 
abridge  the  extent  of  detail.      The    observations    of   the 
Supreme  Court  in  Lmdeaa  v»  Haekett  (16  Johns.,  149),  to  the 
effect  that  the  statement  ought  to  be  as  particular  as'  a  bill 
of  particulars,  cannot  with  any  propriety  be  ^plied  to  the 
present  provision.    Take  for  instance,  an  account  for  mer 
chandiae  sold.     Under  the  prior  statute,  all  the  items  roust 
have  been  copied,  and  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
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balance  was  justly  due,  the  entries  of  credits  most  have 
been  set  forth. 

.  In  most  cases  such  an  account  would  be  anything  but  con- 
cise. This  could  not  possibly  have  been  intended,  and  we 
have  so  held  in  at  least  two  cases.  {Ifeusbawn  v.  Keim^  24 
N.  Y.,  329 ;  OandaU  v.  Fmn,  Sept.  Term,  1863.)  In  my 
opinion  they  are  the  general  facts  out  of  which  the  indebted- 
ness arose,  and  not  a  particular  specification  of  these  facts, 
which  the  law  requires.  There  must  be  enough  to  identify 
the  transaction,  if  there  was  really  one,  so  that  the  parties 
interested  may  make  further  inquiries  respecting  it,  and  it 
must  contain  allegations  enough,  if  true,  to  show  that  the 
amount  for  which  the  judgment  was  confessed  was  justly  due. 
We  have  decided  that  the  mere  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
held  the  note  of  the  defendant  was  not  sufficient,  as  it  clearly 
is  not ;  for  one  might  be  given  on  the  day  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  confessed.  {Chappd  v.  Chappd^  2  Kern.,  219.) 
But  we  have  not  said  that  the  existence  of  a  note  or  other 
obligation  in  the  hands  of  the  creditor  is  of  no  account  in 
determining  the  sufficiency  of  the  statement.  If  given  for 
a  consideration,  satisfactory  to  the  parties,  and  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  at  a  considerable  period  before  the  confes- 
sion of  judgment,  it  would  be  an  important  fact  in  showing 
how  the  debt  arose.  It  would  not  be  sufficient  to  state,  in 
general  terms,  that  it  was  given  for  a  just  consideration ;  but  I 
think  a  general  statement  that  it  was  for  money  borrowed,  or 
for  the  balance  due  on  an  account,  mentioning  the  nature  of 
the  dealings  out  of  which  the  account  arose,  of  some  similar 
statement,  is  all  that  is  needed.-  If  we  test  this  judgment  by 
these  rules  I  think  it  is  above  all  exception.  There  is,  in  the 
first  place,  a  positive  statement  that  the  confession  is  for  debts 
justly  owing  and  due  fix)m  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  If 
any  part  of  the  amount  was  not  really  due  and  owing,  the 
statement  is,  to  that  extent,  untrue,  and  the  oath  is  false.  It 
is  then  averred  that  this  indebtedness  arose  out  of  facts  next 
to  be  stated.  The  facts  are  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  holder 
of  two  promissory  notes  made  by  the  defendant,  one  dated 
May  1st,  1850,  for  $1,280,  on  which  interest  was  due  from  May 
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Ist,  1862.  The  other  dated  May  16th,  1860,  for  $2,000  also 
on  interest ;  that  the  first  mentioned  note  was  given  for  money 
loaned  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  The  occasion  of 
making  the  loan  is,  moreover,  stated.  It  was  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  commence  bnsiness  as  a  merchant.  The  other 
note  was  given  for  money  which  the  plaintiff  had  paid  for 
the  defendant.  The  occasion  of  that  advance  is  shown  by  the 
averment  that  it  was  on  real  estate  which  the  defendant 
then  owned  at  Irving,  in  the  town  of  Greenbnrgh,  This, 
according  to  the  common  understanding  of  every  one,  means 
that  it  was  on  account  of  the  purchase  of  that  real  estate. 
It  is  then  stated  that  the  interest  on  these  notes  was  $236, 
and  that  the  aggregate  was  $8,686,  which  is  the  amount  of  the 
j  udgment.  These  statements  satisfactorily  identify  the  trans- 
action out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  They  brought, 
to  all  persons  interested  in  the  subject,  the  means  of  a  rigid 
investigation  of  the  business  and  hona  fide  character  of  the 
alleged  debts.  It  would  not  be  precise  and  certain  enough 
for  a  special  verdict,  or  circumstantial  enough  for  an  answer 
to  a  bill  for  a  discovery,  calling  for  all  the  particulars  of  the 
indebtedness  for  whidi  the  judgment  was  confessed,  and  it 
was  not  the  intention  of  the.statute  that  it  should  be.  The 
criticism  to  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  has 
subjected  the  paper,  is  too  severe  for  the  occasion ;  for  it 
overboks  its  legal  character  and  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  required  to  be  given.  It  was  not  necessary  for  its 
statements  to  exclude  all  possible  circimistances  which  might 
affect. the  integrity  of  the  debt,  or  to  give  all  the  circumstan- 
ces relating  to  it.  When  the  defendant  swears  that  the  note 
of  twelve  hundred  and  eighty  dollars  was  given  for  money 
loaned  him  by  the  plaintiff,  it  means,  to  a  common  intent, 
that  such  an  amount  was  loaned,  and  so  in  respect  to  the 
other  note,  given  for  money  paid.  And  when  it  is  said  tliat 
the  confession  is  for  debts  justly  due  and  owing  by  the  defend- 
ant to  th6  plaintiff,  and  goes  on  to  specify  the  paper  which 
he  held  and  the  consideration  of  that  paper,  it  is  hypercriti- 
cal to  say  that  the  indebtedness  was  not  alleged  to  be  to  the 
full  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  that  paper. 
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Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  one  of  the 
moftt  satififactory  statements  which  have  been  brought  before 
US  in  this  elasa  of  appeals,  and  I  am  for  reversing  the  order 
of  the  8uj»reme  Cbnrt. 

LfOBAHAjK,  J.  Under  the  first  decisions  made  in  this 
court  where  a  question  similar  to  that  involved  in  this  case 
ws^  decided,  there  may  have  been  some  donbt  as  to  the 
BufBciency  of  the  statement  on  which  this  judgment  was 
entered.  I  refer  to  Chappd  y.  Chappd  (2  Kern.,  215)  and 
those^  immediately  following.  But  since  the  eases  of  Prdigh 
V.  JBnnk  (22  K  Y.,  418)  and  Neusha/um  v.  Keim  (24  K  Y., 
325)  a  more  liberal  role  has.  prevailed  within  those  cases.  I 
think  this  statement  is  sufficient.  The  cause  of  action  is 
tw<^old.  First,  (m  a  prcmussory  note,  giving  amount  and 
date,  ^^  being  for  money  loaned  me  by  plaintiff  to  conmienoe 
boftiqeBS  as  a  merchant^"  and,  second,  on  a  pnxnissory  note, 
^^  being  f(H*  money  paid  by  plaintiff  for  me  on  the  real  estate 
I  now  own  at  Irving."  The  objection  to  these  statements  is 
that  they  do  not  state  the  amount  loaned  or  paid,  the  terms 
of  the  loan,  and  the  time  when  made,  and  in  the  latter  case, 
the  name  of  the  person  to  whom  paid,  and  whether  one  or 
more  sums. 

I  think  such  particularity  is  not  called  for  by  the  statute. 
The  statement  declares  the  note  to  be  given  for  money 
loaned.  The  presumption  is  that  it  was  one  sum  loaned  and 
that  it  is  due.  The  t^rms  of  the  loan  are  not  required  to 
give  it  validity.  Kor  are  the  names  of  the  persons  to 
whom  the  payment  was  made  necessary  to  be  stated.  !Nor 
is  it  necessary  for  the  debtor  to  negative  the  loan  being 
made  to  more  than  one  person.  The  presumption  is  that  it 
was  made  to  one  only.  Unless  something  to  the  contrary 
appears,  that  is  sufficient. 

The  orders  setting  aside  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

SsLDSN,  J.,  absent.  All  &e  other  judges  being  f<»r 
reversal, 

Order  reversed. 
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WiujAM  Olshkntb,  Appellaat,  v.  Dajxdsl  Gebow. 

Jacob  Rydbb,  Appellant,  v.  Danwl  Gbbow. 

OoBHiXinrB  Gabfentsb,  and  others,  Appellants,  v.  Dasusl 

GSBOW. 

The  Middlbtown  Bantk;,  Respondent,  v.  Daniel  Gebow, 
and  others. 

A  statement  upoo  which  to  enter  a  judgment  hy  confession,  under  sectioa  383 
of  the  Code,  in  these  words :  "  This  confession  of  judgmeDt  is  for  a  deht 
justly  due  to  the  plaintiff,  arising  upon  the  following  facts :  For  money  lent 
by  said  pliuntKf  to  m&  on  tho  firs>  day  of  April,  1806,  and  interest  thereon 
from  the  first  day  of  Aprils  1851,"  is  sufficient 

A  statemenH  in  these  words ;  "  This  confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly 
owing  from  me  and  due  to  the  plaintiff,  arising  from  the  following  facts  :  For 
money  borrowed  by  me  of  him  in  June,  1855,  for  which  I  gave  him  my 
note  and  one  yeaHs  interest  thereon,*'  is  sufficient. 

A  staliemfiDt  in  these  words :  "  This  confession  of  judgment  »  for  a  debt  jnstfy 
du^  and  owing  from  me  to  the  plaintiffli  for  goods,  warea  and  merehan^|8e» 
groceries,,  dry  goods,  salt,  calico,  muslin,  molasses^  sugar  and  other  articLea 
sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  me,,  at  various  times  within  the  last  two  years, 
as  per  schedule  annexed/'  is  sufficient,  idthough  no  schedule  is  In  fact 
annexed  to  the  confession. 

If  a  statement  is.  sufficienitly  ocwdse,  within  the  language  and  xoBvamgoi  the 
Code,  the  omission  of  a  schedule  therein  referred  to  as  *'  annexed^"  will  noi 
invalidAte  the  judgment. 

These  are  appeals  by  William  Clements,  Jacob  Byder, 
md  OomelinB  Carpenter  and  others,  as  the  plaintiffs  in  these 
several  judgments  rendeired  in  the  Supreme  Court,  upon  con- 
fession against  Daniel  Gerow,  from  three  several  orders  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  setting  aside  said  judgments  on  the 
application  ol  the  Middletown  Bank,  fc»*  a  supposed  defect 
in  the  statement  of  confession.  On  the  16th  of  October, 
1857,  the  Middletown  Bank  obtained  a  judgment  in  the 
Sn]»reme  Court  against  Daniel  Gerow  aiHl  others,  and  on 
the  19th  of  October,  1857,  a  transcript  thereof  was  •filed, 
and  the  judgment  became  a  lien  on  the  lands  of  Gerow,  in 
the  county  of  Sullivan.  Prior  to  this  time,  and  on  the  17th 
of  September,  1857,  Gerow  had  confessed  a  judgment  to 
38 
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Clements  for  $1,242.60,  another  to  Jacob  Eyder  for  $327.10^ 
and  another  to  Cornelias  Carpenter  and  others  for  $196.10,  the 
judgment  rolls  in  each  case  being  filed  in  the  clerk's  office 
of  Sullivan  county,  and  judgment  entered. 

In  the  case  of  Clements,  the  statement  on  confession  is  as 
follows :  "  I  do  hereby  confess  judgment  in  this  cause  in  favor 
of  William  Clements,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  one  thou- 
sand two  hundred  and  twenty-eight  dollars  and  fifty  cents, 
and  authorize  judgment  to  be  entered  therefor  against  me. 
This  confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  arising  upon  the  following  facts :  For  money  lent 
by  said  plaintiff  to  me  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1856,  and 
interest  thereon  from  the  first  day  of  April,  1857." 

In  the  case  of  Eyder,  it  was  as  follows:  "I  do  hereby 
confess  judgment  in  this  cause,  in  favor  of  Jacob  Eyder,  of 
Westchester  county,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sum  of  three 
hundred  and  twenty-one  dollars,  and  authorize  judgment  to 
be  entered  therefor  against  me.  This  confession  of  judgment 
is  for  a  debt  justly  owing  from  me,  and  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
arising  .from  the  following  facts :  For  money  borrowed  by 
me  of  him  in  June,  1855,  for  which  I  gave  him  my  note  and 
one  year's  interest  thereon." 

In  the  case  of  Carpenter  and  others,  the  statement  was  as 
follows :  "  I  do  hereby  confess  judgment  in  this  cause  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiffs,  for  one  hundred  and  ninety  dollars,  and 
authorize  judgment  to  be  entered  therefor  against  me.  This 
confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly  due  and  owing 
from  me  to  the  plaintiff,  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise 
groceries,  dry  goods,  salt,  calico,  muslin,  molasses,  sugar  and 
other  articles  sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  me,  at  various 
times  within  the  two  last  years,  as  per  schedule  annexed. 

.No  schedule  was  in  fact  annexed  to  the  confession.  The 
Middletown  Bank,  on  motion,  applied  to  the  Supreme  Court 
at  Special  Term  to  set  aside  the  judgments  on  the  ground  that 
the  statements  were  not  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Code,  and  that  court  granted  the  motion  and  vacated  the 
judpnents.  The  orders  were  affirmed  at  the  General  Term, 
and  the  plaintiffs  in  these  three  actions  appeal  to  this  court. 
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Davies,  J.  We  have  Had  occasion  frequently  to  examine 
the  statements  authorizing  the  confession  of  judgments 
under  the  383d  section  of  the  Code.  The  principles  enun- 
ciated in  the  various  cases  which  have  been  under  considera- 
tion in  this  court  will,  in  their  application,  dispose  of  most,  if 
not  all  of  the  questions  which  can  arise  under  this  section. 
Two  or  three  late  oases  decided  here,  are  conclusive  upon  the 
question  raised  on  the  present  appeals.  The  statements  in 
the  judgments  in  favor  of  Clements  and  Ryder,  are  in  substance 
identical.  The  difference  is  of  no  moment.  In  the  former 
case  the  money  is  stated  to  have  been  lent  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant  on  a  day  certain.  In  the  latter,  the  money  is 
stated  to  have  been  borrowed  by  the  defendant  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  June  1855.  In  either  case  the  facts  are  stated  with 
sufficient  consciseness.  Li  Zcmning  v.  Carpenter  (20  N.  T., 
447)  the  statement  declared  that  the  note  mentioned  therein 
was  given  for  money  borrowed,  and  although  the  date  of  the 
note  was  given,  the  date  or  time  when  the  money  was  bor- 
rowed was  pot  given  as  in  the  present  case.  In  that  case 
this  court  held  the  judgment  to  have  been  entered  upon  a 
Sufficient  statement.  In  Frdigh  v.  Brink  (22  N.  Y.,  418), 
the  statement  declared  the  indebtedness  to  have  arisen  on  a 
nromissory  note,  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff, 
giving  its  date,  in  the  sum  of  $700  and  interest,  that  amount 
of  money  being  had  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
stating  the  amount  then  dae  thereon.  This  court  held  that 
statement  sufficient.  It  was  there  said  that  the  note  is  set 
out  with  all  necessary  particularity  as  to  parties,  date  and 
amount ;  and  it  is  added,  "  that  amount  of  money  being  had 
by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff."  It  would  be  hyper- 
critical to  hold  this,  not  to  be  a  statement  that  the  note  was 
given  for  so  much  money  that  the  defendant  had  received  of 
the  plaintiff.  This  shows  it  to  have  been  money  borrowed 
by  the  parties  who  gave  the  note  and  confessed  the  judgment 
to  the  payee  of  the  note,  who  is  plaintiff  in  this  judgment ; 
for  the  advancing  of  money  by  one  party  to  another  to  be 
repaid  at  a  future  time,  is  a  good  definition  of  the  contract 
of  lending. 
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The  doctrine  of  these  two  cases  fblly  suBtams  the  correct- 
ness of  the  statement  in  the  cases  of  Clements  and  Hyder.  It 
is  nrged  that  the  statements  do  not  state  anything  aa  to  the 
amount  due;  this  we  think  an  error ;  we  think  a  natural  and 
obvious  construction  of  the  language  used  in  Glementa'  ease  is, 
that  the  amount  due  to  him  from  the  defendant  on  the  day 
of  the  c^HifeBsion,  was  the  sum  of  |ly22S*50,  and  that  that  sum 
was  made  up  of  a  certain  sum  of  money  loaned  by  the  plain- 
tiff  to  him  on  the  jBrst  day  of  April,  1856,  together  with  the 
interest  thereon  from  April  1, 1857,  to  September  17th,  1857, 
the  date  of  the  confession,  and  that  the  aggregate  of  princi- 
pal and  interest  due  on  that  day  was  $1,228,50 ;  an  arith- 
metical calculation  from  this  data,  will  speedily  and  accu- 
rately determine  the  precise  amount  of  principal  and  of  inter- 
est separately  entmng  into  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness. 
•  The  same  remarks  will  apply  to  the  statement  in  the  case  of 
Byder.  Both  statements  must  be  held  sufficient  within  the 
principles  settled  by  this  court. 

The  confession  in  the  case  of  Carpenter  and  others,  enumer- 
ates with  particularity  the  articles  soM  and  ddUivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant^  and  the  total  amount  thereof,  to 
wit,  $190.00.  It  is  true  that  it  omits  to  state  the  date  of  the 
sale  of  each  particular  article  and  the  price  thereof,  but  it  sets 
forth  the  nature  and  kind  of  goods  purchased  by  the  defend- 
ant of  the  plaintiff^  and  the  time  within  which  they  were 
bought,  namely,  within  two  years  preceding  September  17, 
1857.  Beference  was  made  to  a  schedule  which  it  was  inten- 
ded to  have  annexed  to  the  statement,  but  which  would  seem, 
for  some  reason  not  stated,,  to  have  been  omitted.  If  the 
statement  is  sufficiently  concise  within  the  language  and 
meaning  of  the  Code,  its  omission  would  not  invalidate  the 
judgment  In  Nefmbomm,  v.  Kewm  (24  N.  Y.,  325),  we 
held  a  statement  sufficient  which  wasin  this  form : "  this  con- 
fession of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly  due  to  the  plaintiff, 
arising  upon  the  following  &cts :  the  said  plaintiff^  at  vari- 
ous tunes  in  the  years  1854  and  1855,  sold  and  delivered  to 
me  large  quantities  of  meat,  and  upon  such  sale  th^e  is  now 
j  ustly  due  to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  ab^jtfacoof  the  said  sum 
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of  $2,114,60,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  18th  day  of  Jan- 
nary  1855."  We  said  in  reference  to  that  statement,  that  it 
imputed  to  a  common  intent,  a  dealing  in  butcher's  meat 
between  the  parties,  in  which  Eewin  was  the  purchaser  from 
Newsbaum,  and  a  delivery  of  the  different  parcels  at  divers 
times,  so  as  to  constitute  an  account  between  them.  This 
indicates  the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose,  as 
plainly  as  it  could  be  done,  without  copying  the  items  of  the 
account.  That  such  a  prolix  statement  as  a  bill  of  parcels 
was  not  contemplated  is  evident  from  the  admonition  in  the 
section  (383)  that  the  facts  must  be  stated  concisely.  This  case 
also  disposes  of  the  objection  now  urged,  that  the  omission  of 
the  schedule  referred  to  in  the  statement,  made  the  judgment 
invalid.  •  Lockwood  v.  Fintiy  was  heard  in  this  court  at  the 
October  Term  1863,  and  decided  in  December  of  that  year. 
In  that  case  the  confession,  after  setting  forth  the  amount 
for  which  judgment  was  authorized,  stated  that  "the  above 
indebtedness  arose  on  an  account  for  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,  and  property  sold  and  delivered  to  me  by  said 
plaintiflfe,  and  for  which  I  have  not  paid."  The  Superior 
Court  set  aside  the  judgment,  but  on  appeal  to  this  court  the 
order  was  reversed  and  the  statement  held  sufficient.  It  will 
be  seen  that  the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose  in 
the  Carpenter  judgment,  are  more  fully  stated  than  in  the 
judgment  against  Finn.  In  the  latter  statement,  there  wa£ 
an  amission  of  any  time  at  which,  or  within  which  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  goods  specified  was  made.  The  state- 
ment in  the  Carpenter  judgment  must  be  regarded  as  more 
frOly  setting  forth  the  &ct8  out  of  which  the  indebtedness 
arose,  than  was  done  in  the  two  cases  above  referred  to  in 
this  court.  We  must  regard  them  with  all  that  fullness  and 
particularity  contemplated  by  the  Code,  and  that  the 
three  judgments  above  referred  to  against  Gerow  were  valid 
and  I^al,  and  should  not  have  been  vacated.  The  orders 
appealed  from,  vacating  the  same  must  be  reversed  with 
costs. 

JoHKSOK,  J.    The  confession  in  each  of  these  cases  is  for 
money  due,  and  the  statement  in  each  shows  the  amount 
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for  which  the  judgment  is  to  be  entered,  and  that  the  sum 
confessed  is  justly  due  to  the  plaintiff.  It  also  states  con- 
cisely the  facts  out  of  which  the  indebtedness  arose.  The 
principal  objection  is  that  in  neither  statement  is  it  set  out, 
in  express  and  specific  terms,  that  the  indebtedness  was  for 
the  precise  sum  for  which  judgment  is  confessed.  But  it  is 
unnecessary  that  this  should  be  set  out  in  exact  and  precise 
terms  if  the  fact  is  made  to  appear  by  the  statement.  {Lcm- 
mng  v.  Carpenter^  20  N.  T.,  447-458.)  The  fact  certainly 
does  appear  from  each  of  these  statements.  In  each  case 
the  confession  is  for  a  certain  amount  stated,  and  for  which 
judgment  is  authorized  to  be  entered.  The  statement  then 
proceeds :  "  This  confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly 
due"  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  Here,  then,  is  a 
definite  and  certain  amount  confessed,  and  the  fiirther  un- 
qualified statement  that  the  confession  is  for  a  debt  justly 
due.  It  says  plainly,  I  confess  judgment  for  this  amount 
which  is  justly  due.  This  is  the  plain  meaning  of  the  state- 
ment, taken  together,  and  no  other  meaning  can  be  given  to 
it  without  straining  to  defeat  it.  There  is  no  good  reason 
for  attempting  to  interpret  these  statements  in  a  captious  and 
unfriendly  spirit.  AH  that  is  necessary  is  to  see  that  the 
requirements  of  the  Code  are  fairly  and  substantially  com- 
plied with.  There  is  certainly  no  obscurity  about  eitiier  of 
these  statements,  and,  to  my  mind,  no  evidence  of  any 
attempt  to  omit  or  evade  any  requirement  of  the  statute. 
They  show  with  quite  as  much  precision  and  certainty  that 
the  sums  for  which  judgments  are  severally  confessed  are 
justly  due,  as  does  the  statement  in  Lcurmmg  v.  Ca/rperUer^ 
Bupra,  or  that  in  Gamble  v.  Fkm^  decided  in  this  court  at 
the  last  December  Term. 

The  order  of  the  Special  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
seating  aside  these  judgments,  and  the  order  of  the  General 
Tonn,  aflirming  the  same,  should  therefore  both  be  reversed. 

IIoGEBooM,  J.,  was  for  affirmance.  AU  the  other  judges 
being  for  reversal. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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The  BsniSH  Cohheboial  Life  Inbubanoe  Cohfakt,  Plam- 
tiffB  in  a  writ  of  oeHiorcmj  AppellantB,  etc.,  v.  The  Com- 

JDBBIOITEBS  OF  TaXBS  AND  AbBBSSMENTS  FOB  THE  CnT  AND 

ooTJNTT  OF  New  Yoek,  ReBpondentB. 

The  language  of  the  act  of  February  27, 1856,  subjecting  to  taxation  "all  (non- 
resident) persons  and  assodations  doing  business  in  the  State  of  New  York,'' 
is  oomprehensive  enough,  either  under  the  term  "persons''  or  "associations," 
to  embrace  foreign  insuranoe  companiea 

A  foreign  life  insurance  company  doing  business  in  this  State  is  properly  taxable 
in  the  dty  where  the  prindpal  place  of  business,  or  office,  of  the  agency  is 
situated. 

"Where  a  foreign  Sasurance  oompany^  in  porsuanoe  of  the  provisious  of  the  act 
of  ia$3,  deposited  with  the  comptroller  of  the  State  $100,000,  for  the  benefit 
of  audi  of  its  policy  holders  as  should  be  dtizens  of  this  State,  of  which 
$60,000  was  in  public  stocks  .of  the  United  States,  and  $60,000  in  bonds  of 
the  dty  of  Buffido;  ffddf  that  the  $50,000  of  government  stodcs  was  exempt 
from  State  taxation ;  but  that  the  bonds  of  the  dty  of  Bu£blo  deposited  with 
the  comptroller  were  subjected  to  taxation. 

Appeal  jBpom  a  judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  affirming  the  judgment  of  a  Special  Term,  on 
oertiorari.  The  plaintiffs  are  a  corporation,  incorporated  by 
act  of  Parliament  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland,  passed  in  1821,  and  are  authorized  by  their  char- 
ter to  make  insurance  on  lives.  They  have  never  been  incor- 
porated in  this  State.  They  have  sixty-eight  agencies  in  the 
United  States^  and  twenty-eight  agencies  in  different  coun- 
ties in  this  state,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  applications 
for  insurance.  The  agents  receive  applications  for  insurance, 
and  upon  approval  of  the  risks  by  the  directors  in  England, 
the  policies  are  made  out  and  transmitted  to  the  agents  here, 
who  transmit  to  the  company  the  premiums  received  by  them. 
The  losses  are  paid  through  the  agents.  By  an  act  passed 
the  24th  day  of  June,  1853  (chap.  463),  it  was  provided, 
in  the  15th  section  thereof,  that  it  should  not  be  lawfdl  for 
any  person  to  act  as  agent  in  transacting  the  business  of  any 
life  or  health  insurance  company,  partnership  or  association, 
incorporated  by  or  under  the  laws  of  any  foreign  government, 
until  Buch  companies  should  have  deposited  with  the  comp- 
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troller,  or  Bnperintendent  of  the  insurance  department,  for 
the  benefit  of  such  policy  holders  thereof  as  should  be  citi- 
zens or  residents  of  the  United  States,  sectirities  to  oonsist  of 
public  stocks  to  the  amount  of  $100,000.  The  plaintiffs 
deposited  with  the  comptroller  of  this  State,  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  sum  of  $100,000,  consisting 
of  $60,000  of  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  and  $50,000  of 
the  publio  stocks  of  the  United  States  of  Ameriea^  fc»r  the 
benefit  of  policy  holdere,  citizens  or  residents  of  the  United 
States.  On  the  27th  of  February,  1855,  an  act  was  passed 
providing  for  the  assessment  and  taxation  of  all  persons  and 
associations  not  resident  of  this  State,  doing  business  in  this 
State.  This  act  provided,  in  subetanee,  that  all  persons  and 
associations  doing  business  in  the  State  of  17  ew  York,  dud  not 
residents  of  this  State,  should  be  assessed  and  taxed  on  aU 
sums  in  any  manner  invested  in  said  businesi^  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  they  were  residents  of  this  State.  (Laws  of 
1855,  chap.  37.)  The  deputy  tax  commissioners  for  the  year 
1857-8,  under  the  direction  of  the  commissioners  of  taxes 
and  assessments,  within  the  time  required  by  law,  assessed 
the  personal  property  of  the  plaintiflfe  at  $100,000.  (Laws  of 
1857,  pp.  498,  499,  vol.  3,  §  10.)  That  assessment  was  made 
in  req>ect  to  the  $100,000^  of  stocks  and  bonds  deposited 
with  the  f  comptroller  as  above  set  forth,  and  is  claimed  to 
be  authorized  by  the  act  of  1855.  The  principal  office  or 
agency  of  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  first  ward  of  the  city  of 
New  York.  The  plaintife  sued  out  a  writ  of  certiora/ri  to 
review  the  action  of  the  commissioners.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered thereupon,  at  special  term,  reversing  the  proceedings 
of  the  commissioners  as  to  the  $50,000  of  United  States 
stock,  and  affirming  the  assessment  in  respect  to  the  $50,000 
of  Buffalo  city  bonds.  From  this  judgment  both  parties 
appealed  to  the  General  Term,  which  affirmed  the  judgment 
given  at  Special  Term^  and  both  parties  now  appeal  to  this 
court. 

Chas.  A.  Rwpddo^  for  the  inmirance  company^ 

A.  R.  La/urrencey  Jr,y  for  the  commissioners  of  taxes. 
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HoGEBOoK,  J.  I  think  the  language  of  the  act  of  1855, 
in  subjecting  to  taxation  ^^all  (non-resident)  persons  and 
associations  doing  business  in  the  State  of  Kew  York,"  is 
comprehensive  enough,  either  under  the  term  "  persons"  Or 
^^associations,"  to  embrace  foreign  corporations  like  the 
applicants  in  this  case,  under  the  statutory  and  judicial 
definitions  annexed  to  those  terms;  and  that  there  is  no 
sound  principle  of  equity  or  public  policy  which  should 
exempt  them,  more  than  others,  irom  the  burdens  of  govern- 
ment. Whatever  may  have  been  the  leading  or  proximate 
motive  for  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  genei^ty  aoid  com- 
prehensiveness  of  its  terms,  in  my  opinion,  forbid  the 
exclusion  of  companies  like  the  present  from  its  operation. 
I  think,  also,  in  analogy  to  the  general  statutory  rule  as  to 
the  place  for  taxing  corporations  (1  B.  S.,  390, 1st  ed. ;  909, 
6th  ed.),  it  was  properly  taxable  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
where  the  principal  place  of  business  or  office  of  the  agency 
is  situated. 

The  only  real  embarrassment  arises  upon  the  other  ground 
of  exemption  claimed  by  the  applicant,  to  wit,  that  the 
moneys  deposited  with  the  comptroller  or  insurance  superin- 
tendent for  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  policy  holders  as  should 
be  citizens  of  the  State,  are  not  sums  invested  in  any  maimer 
in  the  business  of  said  corporation. 

The  argument  of  the  applicant  is  that  this  deposit  is  not  a 
sum  invested  in  its  business,  but  withdrawn  thereftrom  — 
separated  from  the  other  assets  of  the  company,  constituting 
a  special  trust  fond  in  the  hands  of  the  comptroller,  not  sub- 
ject to  the  control  of  the  company  nor  liable  to  the  claims 
of  its  general  creditors;  but  declared  by  law  to  be  merely  a 
security  to  its  policy  holders,  residents  in  or  citizens  of  the 
United  States  ;  and  if  invested  in  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany, is  not  invested  in  its  business  done  in  this  State, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  a  security  lixr  aU  its  policy  holders  in  the 
United  States. 

The  argument  of  the  tax  conmiissionerB  is  that  the  relators 
are  doing  business  in  this  State,  inasmuch  as  they  have 
twenty-eight  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  appllca- 
39 
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tions  for  insurance,  transmitting  applications  to  the  principal, 
delivering  policies,  collecting  premiums,  and  paying  losses ; 
that  domestic  insurance  corporations  of  a  like  character  thns 
doing  business  are,  by  the  Laws  of  1858  (pp.  888,  889, 1029, 
1030),  required  to  have  a  capital  not  less  than  $100,000, 
which  is  to  be  invested  in  stoeks,  deposited  with  the  comp- 
troller as  seowrity  for  poUcy  hcHderSy  and  are  by  the  general 
laws  of  the  State  taxed  therefor  as  capital  (1  B.  S.,  944, 
5th  ed.) ;  that  it  is  apparent  from  the  phraseology  of  the  15th 
and  other  sections  of  the  same  act  (Laws  of  185S,  p.  893), 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  impress  the  same  character 
upon  the  deposits  of  foreign  life  insurance  companies,  inas- 
much as  they  prohibited*  any  agent  of  a  foreign  company  to 
act  in  any  manner  in  this  State  in  procuring  applications  for 
insurance,  or  in  any  manner  to  aid  in  transacting  its  busi- 
ness until  $100,000  were  deposited  with  the  comptroller  for 
the  benefit  of  citizen  or  resident  policy  holders,  in  securities 
^^  of  the  kind  required  by  section  sixth  for  similar  companies 
of  this  State;"  that  the  deposit  is,  therefore,  made  for  a 
kindred,  and  indeed,  identical  purpose  with  that  required  of 
domestic  incorporations ;  and  must  be  r^arded  as  capital  for 
the  same  purposes  and  with  like  effect  tu»  in  the  case  of 
domestic  companies,  and  embraced  within  the  definition 
of  the  capital  of  a  corporation  declared  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  The  MtU^ual  Insuram^  Compamy  v.  Superviaars  of 
Erie  (4  Comst.,  448)  to  wit^-the  fund  upon  which  it  trans- 
acts its  business,  which  would  be  liable  to  its  creditors,  and  / 
in  case  of  insolvency  pass  to  a  receiver ;  and  that  whether 
this  fund  is  to  be  regarded  as  capital  or  not,  it  comes  within 
the  comprehensive  language  of  the  act  of  "sums  invested  in 
amy  TMurmer  in  its  business ;"  that  it  is  invested  in  its  busi- 
ness, because  it  is  the  fund  or  foundation  upon  which  it  does 
its  business,  a  prerequisite  to  the  transaction  of  its  other  busi- 
ness, a  fond  to  which  the  creditors  or  policy  holders  resort 
for  payment,  which  cannot  be  withdrawn  from  its  business, 
which  measures,  in  a  more  convenient  way  than  any  other 
which  the  legislature  could  prescribe,  the  extent  of  its  busi- 
ness ;  and  which  furnishes  the  only  medium  through  which 
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foreign  organizations  of  this  nature  can  be  reached  for  the 
purposes  of  taxation,  or  placed  upon  a  similar  level  of 
liability  with  domestic  corporations. 

These  considerations  are  preponderating,  in  my  mind,  to 
lead  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  relators  are  brought  within 
the  scope  and  operation  of  this  act  of  1855,  for  the  purposes 
of  taxation.  I  cannot  62cpress  them  in  greater  force,  and  I 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  expand  the  arguments  enforcing 
their  applicability  to  the  case  under  review. 

There  in  nothing  in  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case 
of  The  People  v.  The  JVew  JEkglcmd  Insuranoe  Oampcmy 
(26  IS.  T.,  303),  which  conflicts  with  the  conclusion  just 
announced.  The  act  of  1853  before  mentioned  repealed  the 
act  of  1851  (chap.  95),  which  required  a  deposit  of  stocks, 
from  insurance  companies  of  other  States  doing  business  in 
this  State,  but  compelled  such  deposit  from  insurance  com- 
panies of  foreign  cotmtriee.  The  stocks  of  the  New  England 
company  remaining  with  the  comptroller  were  therefore 
regarded  in  the  light  of  a  volunto/ry  deposit  in  no  way  con- 
nected with  its  business  nor  accessible  to  the  claims  of  its 
creditors.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  point  in 
judgment  in  that  case  which  interferes  with  the  applica- 
tion of  the  equitable  principle  proposed  to  be  enforced  in  the 
present  case. 

The  decisions  of  the  Special  and  General  Terms  of  the 
Supreme  Court  were  therefore  in  all  respects  correct,  inas- 
much as  the  exemption  of  United  States  stocks  from  taxa- 
tion is  made  imperative  upon  us  by  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  as  both  parties 
have  appealed  therefrom,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed  without  costs  to  either  party,  as  against 
the  other. 

iKaRAHAM,  J.  The  decision  of  the  court  below  as  to  the 
United  States  stock  must  be  considered  as  correct  imder  the 
recent  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
on  the  same  question.  The  stock  of  the  United  States  is 
exempt  from  State  taxation,  and   here  the  assessment  is 
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directly  made  upon  Buch  secnrities.  The  reepondents'  conxifiel 
concedes  this,  and  does  not  argue  this  branch  of  the  case. 

It  is  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that  the  place 
of  assessment  should  be  where  the  comptroller  resides,  upon 
the  ground  that  he  holds  the  funds  as  trustee,  and  he,  not 
the  company,  should  be  assessed. 

The  property  is  the  property  of  the  company  held  by 
them,  not  deposited  with  the  comptroller  as  security.  It 
would  not  be  taxable  if  the  company  did  not  carry  on  busi- 
ness in  this  State. 

By  the  provisions  of  the  R  S.,  vol.  1,  5th  ed.,  p.  &08,  §  1, 
all  lands  and  all  personal  estate  within  this  State,  whetiier 
owned  by  individuals  or  by  corporations,  are  made  liable  to 
taxation,  and  by  secticm  4,  debts  due  on  bonds  are  included 
under  the  term  personal  estate. 

By  1  B.  S.,  6th  ed.,  p.  908,  §  5,  every  prison  is  to  be 
assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  he  resides  for  the  per- 
sonal estate  owned  by  him,  and  by  section  6,  the  personal 
estate  of  every  incorporated  company  Uable  to  taxation  on 
its  capital  shall  be  assessed  in  the  town  or  ward  where  the 
principal  office  or  place  of  transacting  the  financial  business 
is  located,  or  where  the  operations  of  the  company  shall  be 
carried  on.  The  return  states  that  the  place  of  business  of 
the  corporation  is  in  the  city  of  New  York,  whidb  is  admitr 
ted  by  the  demurrer. 

The  act  of  1855,  section  1,  provides  that  all  persons  and 
associations  doing  business  in  this  State,  and  not  residents  of 
the  State,  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed  on  all  sums  invested  in 
any  manner  in  said  business,  the  same  as  if  they  were  resi- 
dents of  the  State.  Taking  these  provisions  together,  I  think 
there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  place  of  assess- 
ment is  the  place  where  the  operations  of  the  corporation 
are  carried  on.  Generally,  under  "  i)ersons,"  as  used  in  laws 
providing  for  taxation,  corporations  have  been  included, 
unless  some  special  provision  of  law  provided  in  the  same 
case  for  the  taxation  of  corporations  under  another  form  of 
assessment.  {The  People  v.  UUoa  Ins.  Go.y  16  Johns.,  258.) 
And  so  corporations  have  been  considered  as  inhabitants,  for 
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the  purpose  of  taxation.  {Ontario  Bank  v.  Bv/rweU^  10 
Wend.,  180.) 

These  cases  show  that  corporations  are  to  be  inelnded 
nnder  the  genwal  term  persons  in  regard  to  their  liability  to 
taxation  in  the  place  where  they  carry  on  their  business ;  and 
that  there  is  no  ground  for  the  objection  that  the  corporation 
was  assessed  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  other  question  is,  whether  the  plainttflfe  are  liable  to 
be  taxed  upon  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  deposited 
with  the  comptroller.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  those 
bonds  are  included  under  the  term  personal  estate,  as  used 
in  the  statute ;  and  the  only  question  which  can  arise  is 
whether  they  are  property  invested  in  any  manner  in  the 
business  which  they  carry  on.  Upon  this  point  there  can  be 
but  little  doubt.  The  statute  prohibits  foreign  corporations 
from  carrying  on  business  of  life  insurance  until  such  com- 
pany have  deposited  with  the  comptroller  securities  to  the 
amount  of  $100,000  for  the  berfefit  of  the  policy  holders  of 
the  company.  (Laws  of  1853,  ch.  463,  §  15.) 

This  deposit  with  the  comptroller  is  necessarily  made  in 
connection  with  the  business  of  the  company*  Without  it 
they  can  do  no  business ;  and  it  is  so  deposited  as  to  be 
security  to  those  who  may  hold  policies  of  the  company.  It 
is  therefore  used  in  the  business  of  the  company  and  in  fact 
forms  its  capital  in  this  State,  which  is  liable  to  its  creditors 
and  comes  within  the  definition  of  capital  as  defined  in  Ths 
Mutmd  Insuramie  Co.  v.  Svpermsors  of  Erie  (4  Comst.,  448). 

These  securities  so  deposited  with  the  comptroller  form  the 
same  kind  of  capital  as  that  of  a  domestic  corporation  incor- 
porated for  a  similar  purpose,  in  which  the  capital  is  the 
security  for  those  who  deal  with  it.  Neither  is  actually 
invested  in  business  and  used  for  that  purpose,  but  both  form 
the  basis  on  which  the  business  is  transacted  and  the  security 
from  which  payment  of  claims  is  to  be  enforced. 

So  far  as  the  assessment  was  made  on  the  bonds  of  the 
citv  of  Buffalo  the  same  was  properly  made,  and  the  order 
appealed  from  should  be  afiirmed. 

All  the.  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Statement  of  caae. 


GsoBas  Ohakbebs,  Executor  of  Andries  Schoonmaker,  v. 
Chahles  H.  Cleabwateb  et  cH. 

Where  an  action  ia  brought  by  two  persona,  who  are  partners,  to  collect  a 
partnership  debt)  and  both  are  active  in  obtaining  the  judgment,  although 
one  of  them,  alone,  gives  the  du^ctiona  to  the  officer  for  seizing  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  upon  the  execution,  he  should  be  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  have  been  acting  in  conjunction  with  his 
co-plaintiff  in  a  common  enterprise  of  collecting  their  joint  debt  by  a  seizure 
of  the  debtor's  property. 

The  direction  to  levy  an  execution  upon  a  particular  piece  <^  property  is  an 
incident  to  the  obtaining  payment  of  the  debt  by  legal  process ;  and  when 
one  of  two  partners  is  found  acting  in  that  business,  the  presumption  is,  that 
he  had  the  countenance  and  assent  of  the  other  partner. 

A  judgment,  attempted  to  be  rendered  by  a  judge,  who  is  disqualified  by  reason 
of  consanguinity  with  one  of  the  parties,  is  void  in  the  most  extreme  sense 
known  to  the  law,  and  therefore  is  utterly  incapable  of  being  made  good  by 
any  omission,  WaiVer,  or  express  consent 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court.  The 
action  was  in  the  nature  of  trover  for  two  horses,  a  wagon, 
harness,  etc.  One  Andrew  Hoosa  was  the  former  owner  of 
the  property,  and  he  mortgaged  it  to  Schoonmaker,  the 
original  plaintiflf,  in  December,  1851,  to  secure  a  debt  of 
$175,  payable  September  1st,  1852.  By  the  terms  of  the 
instrument,  the  mortgagee  had  a  right  to  take  possession 
of  the  property,  and  sell  the  same,  if  at  any  time  he  should 
deem  himself  insecure. 

The  defendants,  on  the  23d  June,  1852,  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  Roosa  for  $82.22,  before  James  H.  Elmendorf, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Marbletown.  The  suit  was  com- 
menced by  the  personal  service  of  a  sxmimons,  was  tried  by 
the  justice  without  a  jury  after  an  adjournment,  the  parties 
appearing  and  consenting  to  such  adjournment.  The  property 
was  seized  and  sold  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  on  this 
judgment,  at  the  instance  of  one  of  the  defendants  in  this 
suit,  they  being  plaintiflfe  in  the  action  before  the  justice. 
They  were  partners  as  retail  merchants,  and  the  indebtedness 
of  Roosa,  for  which  the  judgment  was  recovered,  was  for 
goods  purchased  by  him  from  their  store.  The  clerk  of  the 
firm  was  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  suit  against  Koosa. 
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It  was  proved  on  the-  trial  of  the  present  ease  that  Silas 
"Wood,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  a  plaintiff  in  the  action 
against  Eoosa,  was  a  first  consin  of  Elmendorf,  the  justice. 
Ebnendorf,  who  was  a  witness,  also  swore  that  he  had  been 
told  that  Clearwater,  the  other  defendant,  and  the  other 
plaintiff  in  the  justice's  court,  was  his  second  cousin,  their 
fathers  being,  as  he  had  been  told,  first  cousins. 

The  mortgaged  property  remained  in  the  possession  of 
Roosa,  the  mortgagor,  till  it  was  seized  on  the  execution. 

The  defendant's  counsel  moved  for  the  discharge  of  Wood, 
who  was  not  shown  to  have  personally  directed  the  seizure, 
the  direction  for  that  purpose  having  been  given  by  the 
defendant  Clearwater ;  but  the  motion  was  overruled.  The 
defendants  then  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  in  like 
manner  overruled. 

The  defendants  then  gave  some  evidence,  tending  in  some 
slight  degree  to  impeach  the  tona  Jldes  of  part  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  and  offered  evidence  of  the  tender  of  the  residue 
of  that  debt  by  the  present  defendants,  but  the  evidence  was 
excluded. 

The  judge  then  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  which 
was  accordingly  given.  The  defendants'  counsel  excepted 
to  the  several  rulings  against  them. 

After  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  at  a  General  Term, 
(see  41  Barb.,  200),  the  defendants  brought  this  appeal. 

tT.  Sardenburgh^  for  the  plaintiff. 
T.  H.  Wesibrooky  for  the  defendants. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  suf- 
ficient to  make  out  b.  prima  facie  case  against  both  the  defend- 
ants, so  far  as  related  to  the  question  of  the  seizure  of  the 
property.  The  defendants  were  both  active  in  obtaining  the 
judgment  against  Roosa,  and  although  Clearwater  alone  gave 
the  directions  for  seizing  the  horses  and  wagon,  he  should  be 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  have 
been  acting  in  conjunction  with  the  other  defendant  in  a  com- 
mon enterprise  of  collecting  their  joint  debt  by  a  seizure  of 
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the  property  in  question.  Although  the  commission  of  a 
trespass  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  partnership  enter* 
prise,  the  collection  of  the  joint  debt  was  a  part  of  that 
business.  The  direction  to  levy  the  execution  upon  a  par- 
ticular subject  was  an  incident  to  the  obtaining  payment  of 
the  debt  by  legal  process,  and  when  one  of  the  partners  was 
found  acting  in  that  undertaking,  the  presumption  is  that  he 
had  the  countenance  and  assent  of  the  other  partner. 

The  plaintiff's  mortgage  being  the  earlier  title,  would  have 
enabled  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  unless  it  was  shown  to  be 
fraudulent.  There  was  no  evidence  of  fraud  except  the 
releasing  of  possession  by  the  mortgagor,  but  the  evidence 
offered  and  excluded  would  have  had  a  tendency  in  that 
direction,  and  should  have  been  received  if  the  defendants 
were  in  a  position  to  justify,  as  judgment  creditors  of  Eoosa. 
This  brings  up  the  question  principally  argued,  whether  the 
justice's  judgment  was  void  on  account  of  the  relationship 
between  the  justice  and  plaintiffs  in  the  action  in  which  it 
was  recovered.  If  it  was  erroneous  merely,  and  not  wholly 
void,  it  would  clothe  the  defendants  with  the  character  of 
judgment  creditors  of  Boosa,  and  enable  them  to  contest  the 
bona  fides  of  the  plaintiff's  mortgage;  but  if  it  was  void,  the 
defendants  would  be  only  creditors  at  large,  and  the  mort- 
gage lien  valid  between  the  parties,  the  defendants  would  be 
trespassers  in  seizing  the  property. 

The  statute  declares  that  "  no  judge  of  any  court  can  sit  as 
such  in  any  case  in  which  he  is  a  party,  or  in  which  he  is 
intere8te4,  or  in  which  he  would  be  excluded  from  being  a 
juror  by  reason  of  consanguinity  or  affinity  to  either  of  the 
parties."  (2  R  S.,  275,  §  2.) 

It  is  not  denied  but  that  a  juror  who  was  first  cousin  to 
one  of  the  parties,  would  be  excluded  by  reason  of  consan- 
guinity, nor  but  that  Justice  Elmendorf  erred  in  sitting  as 
a  judge  in  the  action  between  the  defendants  and  Eoosa. 

Arguments  have  been  drawn  from  the  strong  language 
employed  by  the  legislature,  which  in  terms  positively  for- 
bids a  judge,  in  the  position  which  Elmendorf  occupied,  from 
sitting  as  si^eh;  from  which  it  is  reasonably  argued  that 
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where  he  attempts  to  do  so  he  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  pos- 
sessing a  judicial  character,  but  being  only  a  private  indi- 
vidual, and  that  the  proceedings  are  to  be  considered  carcmh 
non  jvMce.  On  the  other  side  are  the  adduced  cases  of 
judicial  acts  contrary  to  positive  law,  which  are  yet  held  to 
be  valid  when  produced  for  a  collateral  purpose,  and  impeach- 
able only  by  a  direct  proceeding,  in  which  they  are  subjected 
to  a  review. 

It  may  be  conceded  that,  if  there  were  no  more  direct 
authority,  the  present  question  might  involve  some  doubt. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  has  been  settled  by  authority  which 
we  are  bound  to  follow. 

In  OaJdey  v.  Aspmwdll  (3  Comst.,  547),  one  of  the  then 
judges  of  this  court  was  bound  to  have  taken  part  in  the 
decision  of  that  case  though  he  was  distantly  related  to  one 
of  the  defendants.  The  case  was  decided  by  the  concurring 
vote  of  five  judges,  of  whom  he  was  one.  The  party  to 
whom  he  was  thus  related  was  shown  to  have  no  real  interest, 
being  fully  indemnified  by  the  actual  parties  in  interest  to 
the  litigation.  He  sat  in  the  case  at  the  request  of  the  other 
party,  who  afterward  questioned  the  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  done  so.  On  a  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment 
and  the  remiUiMr  on  that  ground,  the  court  held  that  the 
judgment  was  not  simply  erroneous,  but  utterly  void.  It 
was  not  denied  but  that  the  consent  would  have  cured  the 
error,  if  there  had  been  jurisdiction ;  in  other  words,  if  it  were 
only  error ;  but  it  was  considered  that  it  was  void  in  the 
most  absolute  sense  which  can  be  expressed  by  that  term. 
In  the  leading  opinion,  prepared  by  Judge  Hublbut,  it  was 
said :  "  The  exclusion  wrought  by  it  [the  statute]  is  as  com- 
plete as  in  the  nature  of  the  case  is  possible.  The  judge  is 
removed  from  the  cause  and  from  the  bench  ;  or  if  he  will 
occupy  the  latter  it  must  be  only  as  an  idle  spectator  and 
not  as  a  judge.  He  cannot  sit  as  such.  The  spirit  and  the 
language  of  the  law  are  against  it." 

It  is  argued  that  the  occasion  upon  which  this  decision 
was  made  was  not  one  in  which  the  judgment  was  sought  to 
be  availed  of  collaterally,  as  in  the  present  case,  but  that  it 
40 
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partook  rather  of  the  nature  of  a  review ;  and  that  Is  true. 
But  the  situation  of  the  question  was  the  same.  If  any 
judgment  in  which  the  disqualified  judge  took  part  could 
possibly  be  valid  for  any  purpose  that  judgment  could  have 
been  sustained.  The  consent  which  induced  and  procured 
the  judge  to  sit  would  have  made  the  judgment  perfectly 
valid  if,  under  any  possible  circumstances,  it  could  be  made 
valid.  Mr.  Bboom,  in  commenting  on  the  maxim,  "  Cerdeayus 
toUit  erronem^'*  says,  "  The  maxim  is  essential  to  distinguish 
a  proceeding  which  is  merely  irregular  from  one  which  is 
completely  defective  and  void.  In  the  latter  case  the  pro- 
ceeding is  a  nuUity  and  cannot  be  waived  by  any  laches  or 
subsequent  proceeding  of  the  opposite  party."  The  reason, 
upon  which  judgments  palpably  illegal  and  erroneous  will 
yet  fiimish  a  justification  to  parties  executiog  process  under 
them  and  will  be  held  valid  in  all  collateral  proceedings,  is 
that  the  party  affected  by  them  has  waived  his  rights.  The 
waiver,  in  most  cases  of  this  kind,  is  tacit,  and  consists  in  an 
omission  to  appeal  or  bring  a  writ  of  error.  The  defendant  is, 
therefore,  held  to  have  consented  that  the  judgment  may 
stand.  But  if,  when  he  expressly  consents,  by  his  counsel, 
in  the  most  formal  and  authentic  manner,  and  yet  it  is  not 
held  valid,  the  matter  must  be  one  in  which  no  consent  will 
avail.  It  must,  ia  short,  be  void ;  and  this  court  must  be 
held  to  have  determined,  in  the  case  referred  to,  that  a  judg- 
ment attempted  to  be  rendered  by  a  judge,  who  is  disqualified 
by  reason  of  consanguinity  with  one  of  the  parties,  is  void  in 
the  most  extreme  sense  known  to  the  law,  and,  therefore, 
entirely  incapable  of  being  made  ogod  by  any  omission, 
waiver,  or  express  consent.  I  think  this  is  so,  upon  principle 
as  well  as  authority.  If  one,  who  has  no  just  pretense  of 
possessing  the  character  of  a  judge,  should  summon  a  party 
before  him  at  the  instance  of  another,  and  assume  to  render 
a  judgment  between  the  parties,  no  one  would  insist  that  it 
would  be  valid  for  any  purpose.  It  would,  of  course,  be 
utterly  void,  and  would  furnish  no  justification  to  any  one. 
If  it  be  true,  as  I  think  it  is,  and  as  the  judge  who  sat  on 
the  motion  in  Oakley  v.  AspmwaU  decided  that  one  prohib- 
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ited  by  the  statute  from  sitting  as  a  judge,  is  to  be  regarded 
as  not  being  a  judge  at  all,  nor  entitled  to  occupy  the  bench 
under  any  circumstances,  except  as  a  spectator ;  it  is  the  same 
thing  as  though  he  had  never  been  raised  to  the  judicial  office. 
His  being  entitled  to  sit  as  a  judge  in  cases  to  which  the  dis- 
qualification did  not  apply  would  not  aid  him  in  any  d^ree 
in  cases  to  which  the  disqualification  attached. 

Chief  Judge  Bboi^soit  dissented  from  the  order  made  in 
OaJdey  v.  AapmwaU]  and  it  generally  detracts  somewhat 
from  the  confidence  we  feel  in  a  judgment,  that  it  failed  to 
secure  the  approval  of  that  eminent  and  accurate  judicial 
officer.  But  his  dissent  was  placed  in  some  degree,  if  not 
entirely,  upon  the  distinction  between  a  court  of  superior  and 
one  of  inferior  jurisdiction.  I  do  not  understand  him  to  have 
questioned  the  correctness  of  the  cases  oiEdwa/rds  v.  Russell 
(21  "W^end.,  63),  or  Root  v.  Morgom  (1  Hill,  654).  In  the 
first  of  these  cases  it  was  declared  by  the  court,  and  in  the 
other  it  was  expressly  adjudged,  that  a  judgment  rendered 
undef"  the  circumstances  of  the  one  under  consideration  was 
void.  In  the  last  case  the  judgment  was  offered  as  a  set-off 
in  a  subsequent  suit  between  the  parties.  The  chief  judge, 
I  am  confident,  proceeded  on  the  distinction  referred  to,  and 
he  would  not,  I  think,  have  hesitated  to  pronounce  the  judg- 
ment before  Justice  Elmendorf  void. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  decision  of  the  motion,  in 
OaJdey  v^  AspmwaUy  was  not  itself  made  by  a  competent 
number  of  judges.  But  this  is  a  mistake.  Only  seven 
judges  took  part  in  deciding  the  motion.  Judge  Taylob  not 
having  heard  the  argument.  The  law  did  not  then,  as  it 
now  does,  require  five  judges  to  concur  in  the  decision. 
The  legislature  had  declared  six  to  be  a  quorum  and  a  major- 
ity of  a  quorum  was  then  competent  to  give  a  judgment. 

I  am  in  favor  of  affiming  the  judgment  appealed  from. 

All  the  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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WiLUAH  D.  Whttk,  Appellant,  v.  Ebbhtezbr  A.  Lbsteb  and 
others,  Bespondents. 

The  proYlsions  of  the  act  of  April  4, 183*7,  authorizing  a  loan  of  certain  moneys 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  as  to  the  entiy  in  the  minute-book  of  the 
commissioners  of  loans  of  tiie  ardtr  for  the  adrertisement  of  sale ;  of  a  copy^ 
of  the  advertisement ;  and  of  the  places  where,  and  the  persons  by  whom, 
the  advertisements  were  put  up,  are  directory,  rather  than  compulsory,  as 
against  a  Ixma  fide  purchaser  ignorant  of  any  irregularity  in  the  sale. 

A  purchase  of  land  at  a  sale  made  by  commissioners  for  loaning  the  United 
States  deposit  fund,  by  the  cashier  of  a  bank  which  by  its  charter  has  no 
capacity  to  purchase  lands,  is  not  a  violation  of  the  charter  of  the  bank, 
although  the  cashier  in  fact  makes  the  purchase  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank ; 
but  without  any  direction  from  the  directors,  and  the  title  is  designed  to  be 
kept  in  him. 

There  is  no  disability  in  the  cashier  of  a  bank  to  purchase,  in  such  a  ease,  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  trustees,  in  respect  to  the  lands  of  their  beneficiaries. 
Hence,  the  purchase  by  him  will  not  be  void,  but  will  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  cashier  if  it  cannot  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank. ' 

Where  both  commissioners  of  loans  are  present  at,  and  make  a  sale  of  mort- 
gaged premises,  the  fact  that  the  entry  of  the  sale  in  the  book  of  minntesi 
though  purporting  to  be  the  act  of  both,  was  made  by  only  one  of  them,  and 
was  signed  only  by  him,  does  not  amount  to  a  fatal  irregularity. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  law  which  requires  this  entry  to  be  signed  by  the  com* 
missioners;  and  when  it  purports  to  be  the  o^^  of  bofh,  the  court  will  not 
presume  against  the  truth  of  such  statement  simply  because  it  is  certified  to 
by  the  signature  of  one  commissioner. 

Where  a  mortgagor,  or  one  succeeding  to  his  title,  makes  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  interest,  this  destroys  and  forecloses  his  title — destroys  even  his 
common  law  equity  of  redemption  —  and  leaves  him  nothing  but  a  special 
right  of  redemption,  to  be  enforced  only  by  a  strict  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1837. 

He  has,  therefore,  no  right  which  can  be  prosecuted  by  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  commissioners  of  loans,  or  their  assignees. 

One  who  takes  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  after  default  of  the  mort* 
gagor,  under  the  authority  and  with  the  consent  of  the  commissioners  of 
loans,  having  paid  the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  must  be  regarded,  equitably, 
at  all  events,  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession.  And  if  in  under  such  a  title  he 
cannot  be  dislodged  by  an  action  of  ejectment;  such  an  action  being  forbidden 
by  the  Revised  Statutes. 

AcnoN  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  poBseesion  of  certain 
lands  in  the  village  of  Fredonia,  in  the  connty  of  Chantan- 
qua.     The  trial  was  had*  in  that  connty  before  Justice  Davis 


18G4.]  WuiTB  V.  Lkstkb.  317 

Opinion  of  the  Ck>artt  per  HooBfiOOic,  J. 

without  a  jxuy,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the  defendants, 
which  judgment  was  a£Srmed  at  a  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Court.  From  the  latter  judgment  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  this  court.  The  £EU3ts  are  sufficiently  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court 

WmUa/m,  D.  White^  appellant,  in  person. 

Chawficey  Tudcer^  for  the  respondents. 

HoQSBOOK,  J.  The  plaintiff  sues  in  ejectment  to  recover 
from  the  defendants  the  pofisession  of  certain  premises  in 
Chautauqua  county.  He  claims  title  through  John  Z.  Sax- 
ton  who  was  the  admitted  owner  in  1837,  and  he  showed  a 
regular  deduction  of  title  from  and  through  him,  sufficient  to 
maintain  the  action  unless  it  is  defeated  by  facts  to  be  here- 
after noticed.  The  defendants  also  claimed  through  Saxton, 
who,  in  August  1837,  executed  to  the  commissioners  for  loan- 
ing certain  moneys  of  the  United  States,  a  mortgage  upon 
said  premises  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  1837  (chap.  150),  on 
which  default  was  made  in  paying  the  interest  due  in  Octo*- 
ber,  1842.  On  the  6th  of  Decemb^  1842,  an  entry  was  made 
of  this  circumstance,  and  of  the  fact  that  the  premises  were 
adrertised  for  sale  for  the  first  Tuesday  of  February  then 
next,  in  the  commissioners'  book  of  minutes  and  in  tiieir 
annual  report  to  the  comptroller.  The  premises  appear  to 
have  been  duly  advertised  for  sale  by  publication  and  posting 
in  the  manner  required  by  Iflw,  except  that  there  was  no 
order  for  the  advertisement  entered  in  the  minute  book ;  nor 
copy  of  the  advertisement  entered  therein ;  nor  entry  of  the 
places  where,  or  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  advertisements 
were  put  up,  all  of  which  was  enjoined  by  the  statute  before 
referred  to.  The  substance  of  the  statute  appears  to  have 
been  observed  in  regard  to  the  actual  advertisement,  and  I 
am^  inclined  to  think  the  provisions  as  to  the  entries  in  the 
minute  book  above  referred  to  were,  notwithstanding  the  dec- 
laration of  the  statute  (section  33),  that  ^^  all  purchases  made 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  (33d)  section  shall  be  void,'' 
directory  rather  than  compulsory,  as  against  a  Jxma  fide  pur- 
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chaser  ignorant  of  the  irregularity.  These  irregularities  were 
not  violations  of  the  provisions  of  the  33d  section,  {King  v. 
Stow,  6  Johns.  Oh.,  323.)  On  the  7th  of  February,  1843, 
up  to  which  time  the  plaintiff  appears  to  have  been  in 
possession,  the  premises  were  duly  sold  by  both  conunission- 
ers,  and  struck  off  to  one  N ewland,  who  then,  or  within  a  few 
days  thereafter,  received  a  deed  in  due  form  from  the  com- 
missioners, went  into  possession  and  executed  to  the  commis- 
sioners a  new  mortgage  upon  the  premises.  The  defendants 
deduce  a  regular  title  through  him.  He  paid  his  bid  in  cash 
to  the  commissioners,  and  the  bid  and  subsequent  transfer  of 
title  to  the  defendants  was  in  his  name,  though  he  purchased 
in  fact,  as  the  case  states,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Ohautauqua 
Oounty  Bank,  but  withont  any  direction  from  the  directors, 
by  which  I  understand  is  meant  that  that  institution  was,  by 
the  purchaser,  intended  to  have  the  benefit  (if  any)  of  the 
purchase.  I  scarcely  think  this  was  a  violation  of  the 
charter  of  the  bank  (Laws  of  1831,  ch.  219),  as  the  purchase 
was  purposely  made  in  the  name  of  Newland  and  the  title 
designed  to  be  kept  in  him,  although  if  the  premises  were 
subsequently  sold  at  a  profit,  he  meant  that  the  bank  of 
which  he  was  the  cashier  should  have  the  benefit  of  it 
There  was  no  disability  in  Kewland  to  purchase,  as  there  is 
in  the  case  of  trustees  with  regard  to  the  lands  of  their  bene- 
ficiaries, and  therefore  the  purchase  would  not,  I  think,  be 
void,  but  would  inure  to  the  benefit  of  Newland,  if  it  could 
not  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank.  Such  a  transaction 
would  not  avoid  the  sale  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

Although  both  commissioners  were  present  at  and  made 
the  sale,  the  entry  of  it  in  the  book  of  minutes  was  made  by 
only  one  of  the  commissioners  and  signed  only  by  him, 
though  purporting  to  be  the  act  of  both.  This  is  claimed  to 
be  a  fatal  irregularity,  under  the  case  of  Olmsted  v.  JElder 
(1  Seld.,  144).  But  no  such  point  was  presented  in  the  latter 
case ;  and  since  the  case  of  PeU  v.  Ulmar  (18  N".  Y.,  139)  it 
must  be  regarded  as  overruled.  Moreover,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  law  which  requires  this  entry  to  be  sifffied  by  the 
commissioners ;  and  purporting,  as  it  does,  to  be  the  act  of 
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hoth^  we  cannot  presume  against  the  truth  of  such  a  state- 
ment simply  because  it  is  certified  to  be  true  by  the  signature 
of  one  commissioner. 

There  would  appear,  therefore,  to  be  great  doubt  whether, 
if  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  rested  upon  the  irregularity  of  the 
proceedings  to  foreclose  the  loan  office  mortgage,  they  were 
sufficiently  defective  to  make  them  invalid.  But  I  think  an 
effectual  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  consists  in  a  fact  now 
to  be  noticed.  The  plaintiff,  who  succeeded  to  the  title  of 
the  mortgagor,  suffered  the  mortgage  to  become  foreclosed 
by  operation  of  law  by  his  delinquency  in  paying  the  amount 
due  by  the  terms  of  the  mortgage.  This  was  held  in  Pell  v. 
Ulma/r  (18  N.  Y.,  145)  to  be  equivalent  to  a  foreclosure  pro- 
nounced by  the  decree  of  a  court,  and  nothing  remained  in 
the  plaintiff  but  a  special  privilege  of  redemption.  The 
plaintiff  went  out  of  possession,  and  the  defendants  (or 
Kewland)  took  immediate  possession  under  a  deed  dated 
as  of  the  day  of  the  sale,  and  executed  a  few  days  afterward. 
It  does  not  appear,  it  is  true,  as  suggested  by  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  commissioners  took  dctual  possession.  They  had 
no  right  to  do  so  imtil  after  the  day  of  sale,  and  then  they 
did  so  in  effect  by  putting  their  grantee  in  possession,  who, 
or  his  successors,  has  occupied  ever  since.  If  we  assume  that 
the  alleged  irregularities  in  the  sale  were  sufficient  to  vitiate 
it  as  such,  nevertheless  the  default  in  the  payment  of  the 
interest,  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  PeU  v.  UVnw/r^  from 
which  this  case  cannot  be  distinguished,  destroyed  and  fore- 
closed the  plaintiff^s  title — destroyed  even  his  common  law 
equity  of  redemption,  and  left  him  nothing  but  a  special 
right  of  redemption,  to  be  enforced  only  by  strict  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1837.  He  had  therefore 
no  right  which  could  be  prosecuted  by  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  commissioners  or  their  assignees.  Newland  took 
possession  under  the  authority  and  consent  of  the  commis- 
sioners, and  having  paid  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  must 
be  regarded,  equitably  at  all  events,  as  a  mortgagee  in  pos- 
session. If  in  under  such  a  title  he  could  not  be  dislodged 
by  an  action  of  ejectment,  for  such  an  action  is  forbidden  by 
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the  Beviaed  Statntee.  (2  B.  S.,  812,  §  87.)  Bat  the  case  of 
Pell  y.  Ulmar  holds  that  his  rights  are  even  less  perfect 
than  would  be  those  of  a  mortgagor  against  a  mortgagee 
in  possession.  The  plaintiff's  connsel  has  attempted,  bnt  I 
think  nnsnccessfully,  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Pdl  v. 
Uknar.  He  is  mistaken  in  supposing  that  Newland  never 
took  possession  imder  his  deed  from  Green  &  Douglas ;  and, 
I  think  also,  in  supposing  that  the  deed  was  their  mdimchial 
deed.  It  jpv/rported  to  be  on  its  &ce  the  deed  of  the  com- 
missioners, and  such  was  the  effect  of  the  aoJmowledgmmt. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

SsLDEN,  J.  took  no  part  in  the  decision.  All  the  other 
judges  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Thomas  Jbssop  et  al.,  Appellants^  v.  Stephsit  0.  Muleb  et  al.y 
Bespondents. 

One  who  is  a  mere  saretj,  to  enable  another  to  proeeoHte  or  defend  an  action, 
is  not  a  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  or  defended,  and  is 
not  rendered  incompetent  as  a  witness,  under  section  299  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure. 

Hence,  a  surety  In  the  nndertafcing  giren  by  the  plaintifBi  in  an  action  for  tbd 
ciittm  and  delivery  of  property,  for  Ihe  return  of  the  proper^,  is  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiflk 

Where  property  is  sold  upon  a  condition,  if  the  condition  is  not  complied  with 
no  title  wiU  pass  from  the  vendor,  and  the  purchaser  will  acc^uire  none ;  nor 
can  he  convey  any  title  to  his  assignees. 

The  plaintiffs  sold  to  W.  a  quantity  of  steel,  at  the  price  of  $1,0*72.96,  npon  the 
oondition  that  it  should  be  paid  for  by  W/s  note,  indorsed  by  J.  0.  A  Go. 
The  property  was  sent  forward  to  W.  pursuant  to  his  directions,  subject  to 
the  aforesaid  oondition.  He  received  the  property,  but  never  performed  the 
condition,  ffdd  that  the  act  of  W.  was  tortions^  and  that  he  was  liable  to 
the  piamtiflb  in  trespass,  for  the  unlawful  taking  of  the  property,  and  that  an 
action  would  lie  against  him  wltliout  any  previous  demand. 

But  that  as  to  the  persons  claiming  the  property  as  assignees  of  W.  under  an 
assignment  in  trust  for  creditors,  they  having  acquired  possession  of  the 
property  innocently,  without  notice  of  any  defect  of  title  in  W.,  an  action 
could  not  bo  maintained  against  them  until  afler  decDand  and  reftisaL 

SeH  aisOf  tbat  the  assignees  not  being  partaera,  »  demand  must  be  made  upon 
each,  in  order  to  maintain  a  joint  action. 

A  demand  and  refusal  do  not  constitute  a  conversion  of  property.  They  are 
but  evidence  of  a  previous  conversion. 

A  reftisal  to  deliver  property  to  the  true  owner,  on  demand,  is  evidence — in 
the  absence  of  all  explanation — that  the  parfy  received  it  with  intent  to  set 
the  real  owner's  rights  at  defiance. 

In  such  a  case  the  jury  will  be  justified  in  finding  a  conversion  before  suit 
brought,  although  the  demand  and  refusal  were  not  made  until  afler  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit 

A  firandulent  purchaser  of  goods  and  assignees  to  whom  he  has  assigned  the 
sune  in  trust  for  creditoMB,  are  liable  to  a  joint  action  by  the  vendor,  to  reoovw 
the  possession. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  tWrd 
district  affirming  an  order  of  tlie  Special  Term  granting  a 
new  trial  in  this  canse. 

The  action  was  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  a  quantity  of 
steel  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  have  sold  to  one  White, 
41 
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upon  the  condition  that  he  should  pay  for  the  same  in  his 
notes  indorsed  by  a  firm  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  which 
condition  had  never  been  complied  with,  and  hence  title  had 
never  passed  to  White.  The  answer  contained  a  general 
denial  of  the  matters  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  "White  for 
himself  set  up,  by  way  of  aflSrmative  defense,  that  the  sale  to 
him  was  absolute,  and  that  he  assigned  the  steel  to  the  other 
defendants.  Miller  and  Ferguson,  the  other  two  defendants, 
allege  that  White  became  absolute  owner  of  the  steel,  manu- 
factured a  part  or  the  whole  of  it  into  axes,  and  disposed  of 
the  same  before  the  8th  December,  1852,  at  which  time  he 
assigned  and  transferred  what  remained  of  said  property  to 
said  defendants,  who  thereby  became  the  absolute  owners 
thereof. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  offered  Joseph  Stagg  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  he  was  objected  to  as  incompetent  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  one  of  the  persons  for  whose  immediate  benefit 
the  action  was  prosecuted.  It  appears  he  was  one  of  the 
sureties  in  the  undertaking  given  for  the  return  of  the  prop- 
erty in  the  action.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and 
defendants'  counsel  excepted.  The  plaintiffs  then  gave  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove  the  sale  to  the  defendant  Wliite,  of 
7188  pounds  steel  at  the  |)rice  of  $1,072.96,  upon  the  condi- 
tion that  it  should  be  paid  for  by  said  White's  note  indorsed 
by  Johnson,  C!omwell  &  Co.,  and  that  the  property  was  sent 
forward  to  said  White  at  Troy,  pursuant  to  liis  directions, 
subject  to  the  aforesaid  condition;  that  he  received  the 
property  but  never  performed  the  condition.  The  purchase 
of  the  steel  was  made  on  the  26th  October,  1852,  and  was 
shipped  to  Troy  on  the  27th  or  28th  October.  There  were 
negotiations  between  said  White  and  the  plainti&'  agents  at 
New  York,  by  whom  the  sale  was  made,  as  to  the  terms  of 
payment  of  the  notes  to  be  given  for  the  steel,  down  as  late 
as  13th  November,  1852,  On  the  6th  of  November,  the 
plaintiffs'  agents  wrote  to  Thompson,  Gale  &  Co.,  at  Troy, 
to  stop  the  steel  in  their  warehouse.  On  the  8th  of  Novem- 
ber, Thompson,  Gale  &  Co.  telegraphed  the  agents  that 
White  had  removed  the  steel  on  the  6th  November  to 
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Cohoes,  where  he  was  carrying  on  the  business  of  making 
axes.  On  the  8th  December,  1852,  said  White  made  an 
assignment  of  all  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
to  Miller  &  Ferguson,  who  took  possession  of  the  property 
and  entered  on  the  discharge  of  the  duties  under  the  said 
trust. 

Soon  after  the  plaintiffs'  agents  heard  of  said  assignment, 
one  of  them  went  to  the  place  of  business  of  White,  at 
Cohoes,  and  found  Miller,  one  of  the  assignees,  in  the  oflSice. 
The  agent  inquired  whether  the. steel  sold  by  the  plaintiffs 
was  used,  or  in  bulk  and  cases,  unbroken.  Miller  replied  that 
it  was  all  cut  up  or  used  up.  After  some  ftirther  conversation, 
the  agent  went  into  White's  warehouse  and  found  a  box  of 
the  steel,  weighing  1,700  lbs.,  unbroken.  The  agent  then 
returned  into  the  office,  and  requested  Miller  to  deliver  up 
the  steel  so  found,  stating  the  sale  on  conditions,  and  the  non- 
performance thereof.  Miller  refused  to  deliver,  wishing  first 
to  see  his  attorney.  The  officer  then  went  to  the  ware- 
house, with  purpose  to  get  possession  of  the  steel,  and  they 
went  into  the  warehouse  and  took  the  1,700  lbs.  identified  as 
the  steel  sold  by  the  plaintiflfe.  The  property  was  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  about  11  a.  m.,  and  the  demand  of  Miller  was 
made  about  1  F.  m.,  of  the  same  day.  No  demand  was 
made  of  Ferguson  at  any  time.  Besides  the  steel  so  taken 
as  aforesaid,  there  was  other  steel  in  the  shop  formerly  car- 
ried on  by  White,  cut  up  and  partially  made  into  axes ;  and 
it  was  so  changed  that  its  identity  could  not  be  traced.  A 
witness  by  the  name  of  Thorbum  testified  that  he  was 
plaintiffs'  clerk  and  called  on  Miller  about  a  week  after  the 
suit  commenced  and  asked  him  to  let  him  (Thorbum),  and 
Frink  (the  deputy  sheriff),  look  at  the  steel  fbr  the  purpose 
of  identifying  that  belonging  to  the  plaintiffs.  Miller  refused 
to  open  the  shop  and  let  them  go  in.  Testimony  was  given 
tending  to  show  that  steel  of  the  description  sold  by  the 
plaintifife  to  White  had  been  cut  up  and  partly  made  into 
axes  and  sold  by  the  assignees  after  suit  brought.  There 
was  sold  in  all  some  5,000  lbs. 
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The  plaintiff  having  rested,  the  d^endant  White  moved  to 
difimisB  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  show  that  any  part  of  the  property  in  question  was 
in  his  possession  or  under  his  control  when  the  action  was 
commenced. 

The  counsel  for  Ferguson  and  Miller  moved  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  steel  was  sold  on  the  credit 
of  Johnson,  Comwell,  &  Co.,  and  not  of  White,  and  that  no 
demand  was  made  on  either  of  the  assignees  till  ai^r  the 
suit  was  commenced.  Both  motions  were  denied  and  the 
counsel  excepted. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  defendant  White  was 
called  as  a  witness,  and  testified  in  substance  that  he  had 
made  an  arrangement  with  Johnson,  Comwell  &  Co.,  dealers 
in  steel,  residing  and  doing  business  in  New  York,  to  furnish 
him  with  what  steel  he  should  want  for  some  two  yeare,  and 
gave  them  a  mortgage  for  some  $30,000  to  secure  th^n ;  that 
in  October,  1852,  he  applied  to  them  for  steel  of  a  size  which 
they  did  not  have,  and  they  told  him  to  go  amongst  the 
dealers  and  get  it.  He  accordingly  called  on  the  plaintiff 
agent  and  informed  him  of  the  arrangement  with  J.,  C.  & 
Ga,  and  that  he  was  not  bound  to  rmi  round  the  streets  after 
the  steel*  White  and  the  plaintifi^'  ag^it  talked  about  his, 
(White's)  buying  ten  cases.  White  told  him  he  could  give 
him  the  money  for  one  case,  and  if  it  suited,  could  buy  more. 
After  getting  home  he  sent  for  the  case  purchased,  and  his 
teamst^  told  him  theve  were  ten  cases  at  the  warehouse.  He 
afterward  received  the  invoice  for  the  tea  cases.  He  subse- 
quently commenced  using  the  steel,  and  had  used  steel  of  the 
same  size  of  that  he  got  of  the  plaintiffiB. 

The  defendants'  counsel  then  asked  the  witness  the  follow- 
ing question :  ^^  When  you  bought  the  steel  did  you  intend  to 
pay  for  it }"  The  question  was  objected  to,  and  the  objection 
was  sustained  by  the  court,  and  the  counsel  for  the  assignees 
excepted.  Other  evidence  was  given  on  both  sides,  but  none 
of  it  has  any  bearing  on  the  questions  of  law  arising  on  this 
appeal. 
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The  court  charged  the  jury,  amongst  other  things,  that  the 
assignees  proceeded  to  execute  the  trusts  under  the  assign- 
ment, assuming  control  over  all  the  property  in  Whitens 
factory.  And  that  if  they  should  be  satisfied  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  sale  was  not  an  absolute  one  to  White,  and 
that  no  title  passed  to  him,  the  plainti£b  would  be  entitled  to 
recover.  That  if  the  evidence  satisfied  them  that  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  there  was  a  detention  of  the 
property  in  question  by  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  recover. 

The  assignees  asked  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  warrant  them  in  finding  that  the  whole 
of  the  steel  claimed  in  this  action  ever  come  to  the  possession 
or  under  the  control  of  the  defendants  Miller  and  Ferguson. 
The  court  declined  so  to  charge,  but  charged  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  say  from  the  evidence,  what  amount  of  the  steel 
had  come  into  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  M.  & 
F.,  as  assignees  of  White ;  to  which  the  defendants'  counsel 
excepted. 

The  court  was  also  requested  to  charge  that  although  they 
should  find  that  the  assignment  from  White,  in  its  terms, 
embraced  all  his  property,  yet  the  assigoeea  were  not  liable 
to  account  for  any  sum  of  the  property  assigned  them,  so 
much  as  was  shown  to  have  come  into  their  actual  possession, 
or  under  their  control.  The  court  declined  to  charge  on  the 
issue  in  relation  to  the  detention  of  tlie  property,  further  than 
already  charged,  and  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted. 

The  counsel  for  White  requested  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  against  him  for  any 
steel  not  shown  to  be  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  White 
had  either  the  possession  or  the  control  of  the  property  at  the 
time  the  suit  was  commenced,  or  at  any  time  after  the  assign- 
ment. The  court  declined  so  to  charge,  and  the  counsel  for 
White  excepted. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffi,  and  assessed  the  damages 
for  detention  of  the  property  at  $902.78. 
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A  motion  was  made  at  Special  Term  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict, and  the  same  was  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted  on 
the  grounds : 

Ist.  That  the  court  should  have  charged  as  requested  by 
the  counsel  for  the  assignees. 

2d.  That  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  joint  possession  of  the 
assigned  property,  or  that  White  had  anything  to  do  with  it 
after  the  assignment,  and  the  plaintiflfe  could  not  recover 
without  such  proof. 

8d.  No  new  evidence  of  a  joint  conversion  by  White  and 
the  assignees. 

4:th.  The  assignees  were  not  liable  until  after  a  refusal  to 
deliver  the  steel  upon  a  demand  made. 

The  plaintiflfe  appealed  from  this  order  stipulating  that 
judgment  final  might  pass  against  them,  if  the  order  was 
affirmed  by  this  court. 

jff.  0.  WheaUm^  for  the  appellant. 

J.  K.  Porter^  for  the  respondent. 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  first  alleged  error  presented  by  the  record 
in  this  case  is  the  admission  of  Stagg  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff  he  being,  as  it  is  claimed,  a  person  for  whose  imme- 
diate benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted,  having  signed  the 
undertaking  required  by  the  Code  to  be  given  in  proceedings 
for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  property. 

Stagg  could  derive  no  benefit  whatever  from  the  suit, 
except  by  being  released  from  his  undertaking.  He  had  an 
interest  which  under  the  former  practice  would  have  excluded 
him  from  being  a  witness,  until  another  Undertaking  was 
substituted.  Interest  is  no  longer  a  ground  for  exclusion. 
Stagg  had  no  power  as  surety  in  the  tindertaking,  to  control 
the  suit,  nor  to  appropriate  to  his  own  use  any  part  of  its 
proceeds.  The  action  was  not  prosecuted  for  his  benefit 
directly  or  remotely.  If  a  person  can  neither  control  the 
action  nor  appropriate  its  proceeds,  it  is  difficult  to  under*- 
stand  how  it  can  be  said  to  be  prosecuted  for  his  benefit. 
The  defendants'  counsel  seems  to  think  that  Stagg  was  to  be 
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treated  as  if  he  had  indemnified  some  person  for  the  taking 
of  the  property.  By  section  209,  of  the  Code,  tlie  undertak- 
ing is  for  the  prosecution  of  the  action,  the  return  of  the 
property,  upon  the  payment  to  the  defendant  of  such  sum 
as  may  be  recovered  against  the  plaintiff.  The  sureties 
are  to  be  approved  by  the  sheioff,  and  he  is  liable  to  the 
defendants  for  the  suificiency  of  the  sureties,  until  the  objec- 
tion to  them  is  waived,  or  they  have  justified,  or  new.  sure- 
ties be  substituted  and  been  justified.  The  action  not  being 
against  the  sheriff,  indemnity  to  him  could  not  convert  the 
surety  into  a  person  for  whose  immediate  benefit  the  suit  was 
prosecuted.  And  indemnity  to  the  defendants  in  the  action, 
could  not  work  out  any  greater  change  in  the  relations  of  the 
witness  to  the  action  The  case  of  Sbwland  v.  WiUett  (6 
Seld.,  170),  has  no  application  to  the  case.  In  that  case  the 
defendant  was  sued  as  sheriff,  for  unlawfully  taking  the 
plaintiff's  property,  and  Edward  Dwight  was  offered  as  a 
wi|pies8  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  it  appetft'ing  that 
he  was  a  partner  in  the  firm  by  which  the  judgment  was 
recovered,  on  which  the  property  in  question  was  seized,  and 
that  the  judgment  had  been  assigned  to  said  Dwight,  and 
that  he  claimed  the  property  and  had  indemnified  the  sheriff, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  a  person  for  whose  immediate  bene- 
fit the  action  was  prosecuted,  and  that  he  was,  therefore, 
incompetent.  There  is  no  resemblance  in  the  cases.  The 
witness  Stagg  had  not  indemnified  any  person  to  the  litiga- 
tion, unless  it  was  the  defendant,  and  such  indemnity  does 
not  affect  the  question  of  the  competency  of  the  indemnitor 
as  a  witness. 

When  the  person  offered  as  a  witness  is  legally  or  equitably 
the  owner  of  the  property  and  entitled  to  its  proceeds,  or  was 
entitled  himself  to  the  benefits  of  litigation  by  indemnity 
given  to  another,  he  is  a  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action 
is  prosecuted  or  defended.  If  he  is  a  mere  surety  to  enable 
another  to  prosecute  or  defend  an  action  he  is  not  a  person 
for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  or  defended,  and  is 
not  rendered  incompetent  as  a  witness  under  section  299  of 
the  Code. 
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The  counsel  for  the  defendants  Miller  and  Fergnson,  on 
the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case,  moved  to  dismiss  the  com*' 
plaint  on  the  ground  that  the  goods  in  question  were  sold 
upon  the  credit  of  Johnson,  Ocwmwell  &  Co.,  and  not  of 
White,  and  that  no  demand  was  made  on  either  of  the 
assignees  until  after  suit  commenced.  The  motion  was  dis- 
missed, and  the  defendants'  counsel  ex)cepted. 

The  witaess  Stagg  had  testified,  before  the  plaintiffs  ^ 
rested,  that  he  was  one  of  the  plaintiflb'  agents,  and  as  such 
negotiated  the  sale  to  White ;  and  that  White  offered  to  him 
as  indorsers  of  his  paper  for  the  steel  he  might  purchase  the 
firm  of  Jrfinson,  Oomwell  &  Co.,  and  that  he  told  White  he 
would  accept  them  as  indorsers^  and  it  was  upon  the  con- 
dition that  they  should  become  such  that  the  sale  of  the  steel 
was  made.  It  is  a  yery  grave  mistake,  therefore,  to  say  that 
the  sale  was  made  on  the  credit  of  White  alone,  and  not  on 
that  of  Johnson,  ComweU  &  Co.  also. 

If  the  tteel  was  held  cm  a  condition  that  was  not  complied 
witli  the  title  never  passed  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  White 
acquired  no  title  thereto,  noar  could  he  convey  any  to  the 
assignees.  {Acker  v.  Campbell,  23  Wend,  372;  Sever  v. 
I^lfnithj  1  Denio,  671 ;  Haggarty  v.  Palmer^  6  Johns.  Ch.,  437 ; 
Same  v.  Dqwo^  1  Paige,  821 ;  Cory  v.  Hcimlmg,  1  Hill, 
311 ;  Braiik  v.  Lyneey  5  If.  Y^  41 ;  Oimsiead  v.  Hciailmg, 
1  Hill,  317.) 

In  order  to  maintain  an  actioa  against  White,  no  demand 
was  necessary.  His  act  waa  tortious  and  he  was  liable  in 
trespass  for  the  unlawful  taking.  {Faarvngton  v.  Payne^ 
15  K  T.,  431.) 

But  as  the  assignees  acquired  possession  of  the  property 
innocently,  without  notice  of  any  defect  of  title  in  White,  an 
action  could  not  be  maintained  against  them  until  after 
demand  and  reftisal.  {Hall  v.  Bdbmaon,  2  Comst.,  293.) 

The  assignees  not  being  partners,  a  demand  must  be  made 
upon  each,  in  order  to  maintain  a  joint  action.  {MiteheU  v. 
WiUiains,  4  Hill,  13.)  It  is  not  pretended  that  any  demand 
was  made  of  Ferguson,  and  hence  the  action  as  against  him 
was  not  sustained.     There  was  evidence  suflScient  to  carry 
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tlie  law  to  the  jury  on  the  qneBtion  whether  a  demand  was 
made  of  the  property  of  Miller,  and  whether  there  was  a 
refuBal  by  him ;  and  the  jury  must  have  found  such  demand 
and  refusal,  as  without  it  there  was  no  evidence  of  detention, 
by  the  assignees  referred  to  by  the  judge  in  his  charge  to  tlie 

I  do  not  understand  the  respondents'  counsel  to  contend 
that  there  was  not  a  demand  and  refosal  by  Miller ;  but  the 
objection  is  that  it  was  after  suit  brought;  the  papers  in 
the  suit  having  been  delivered  to  the  sheriff  at  11  a.  m., 
and  the  demcmd  not  made  till  1  p.  m.  of  the  same  day. 

A  demand  and  refusal  do  not  constitute  a  conversion  of 
property.  They  are  but  evidence  of  a  conversion,  and  the 
conversion  of  which  they  are  the  evidence  is  prior  to  the 
demand  and  refusal.  (2  Phil.  Ev.,  226,  Cowen  and  HilPs 
edition.)  The  learned  authors  say:  "The  refusal  of  the 
defendant  may  be  evidence  of  a  conversion  at  an  antecedent 
period ;  as  when  deeds  were  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
prior  to  Michaelmas  Term,  and  the  demand  and  refusal  were 
proved  to  have  been  made  on  the  day  after  that  time,  the 
court  held  it  to  be  evidence  of  a  conversion  before  the  time." 
MiUon  V.  EnMestom  (5  Bam.  and  Aid.,  87),  was  trover  for 
certain  deeds  that  were  shown  to  have  been  in  the  defendants' 
hands  before  the  Michaelmas  Term.  The  bill  was  entitled 
generally  of  that  term,  the  memorandum  showed  it  was 
filed  on  the  28th  November,  but  it  -fcras  not  in  fact  filed  until 
the  24:th  December.  The  demand  was  made  on  the  29th 
November.  The  evidence  of  the  actual  time  of  filing  was 
objected  to  as  contradicting  the  record.  But  the  court  held 
it  admissible ;  and  they  say  a  demand  and  refusal  is  evidence 
of  a  prior  conversion ;  and  as  the  deeds  were  in  the  defend- 
ants' hands  prior  to  Michaelmas  Term,  there  was  evidence 
for  the  jury  of  a  conversion  before  that  period. 

In  Morria  v.  Pugh^  (3  Bur.,  1243),  the  same  question 
arose  as  to  whether  the  actual  time  of  filing  the  bill  could  be 
shown  in  opposition  to  the  recital  in  the  record ;  and  it  was 
held  that  it  might.  And  Lord  Mansfield  takes  occasion  to 
say :  "  Kefusal  upon  demand  is  not  an  actual  conversion,  but 
42 
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evidence  of  it.  K  the  reftiBal  on  the  2d  May  had  really 
been  after  the  action  bronght  I  ought  to  have  left  it  to  the 
jury  as  evidence  of  a  conversion  before  the  bringing  of 
the  action." 

In  the  case  before  us  it  is  shown  that  the  assignment  was 
made  and  delivered  on  the  8th  December.  The  action 
was  commenced  on  or  about  the  17th  December,  and  it  was 
on  the  same  day  the  demand  was  made.  The  demand  and 
refusal  was,  under  the  cases  cited,  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
of  a  conversion  as  early  as  the  8th  December ;  that  is  to 
say,  refusal  to  deliver  to  the  true  owner  on  demand,  is  evi- 
dence in  the  absence  of  all  explanation  that  the  party  recov- 
ered it  with  intent  to  set  the  real  owner's  rights  at  defiance. 
The  jury  was  justified  in  finding  a  conversion  before  suit 
brought.  Miller  is  therefore  liable  to  the  plaintiffi  for  the 
value  of  the  property. 

It  was  held  in  NicJiola  v.  Michad  (23  N.  T.,  264)  that  the 
fraudulent  vendee  of  goods,  and  his  assignee  thereof  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  are  liable  to  a  joint  action  by  the 
vendor  to  recover  the  possession.  White  was  therefore  liable 
jointly  with  Miller  and  Ferguson  for  a  conversion  of  the 
steel,  and  as  to  him  no  demand  was  necessary. 

The  court  was  requested  to  charge  the  jury,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  to  warrant  them  in  finding  that  the  whole  of 
the  steel  claimed  in  this  action  ever  came  to  the  possession 
or  under  the  control  of 'the  defendants,  Miller  &  Ferguson. 
The  court  declined  so  to  charge.  AH  the  steel  sold  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  White  was  received  by  him  and  taken  to  his  shop. 
There  is  no  proof  that  he  sold  a  pound  of  it,  or  that  by  the 
course  of  business  in  his  shop  a  sale  of  any  part  of  it  might 
be  inferred.  As  between  the  plaintife  and  White  there 
could  be  no  doubt  but  that  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  he 
had  in  his  possession  all  the  steel  bought  of  the  plaintiffi. 
And  it  seems  to  me  the  inference  is  equally  strong  against 
the  assignees.  By  the  assignment  they  took  all  personal 
property,  tools,  machinery,  etc.,  in  the  ax  factory,  and  all 
iron,  steel,  stock  and  materials  for  being  manufactured,  and 
all  axes  and  other  edged  tools  manufactured  or  in  process  of 
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being  manufactured,  and  stock  partly  manufactured,  and  all 
manufactured  articles  in  the  hands  of  commission  merchants, 
or  other  dealers,  etc.,  etc.  K  none  had  been  sold  by  White, 
then  bX\  the  steel  was  on  hand  in  bars,  manufactured,  in  pro- 
cess of  manufacture,  or  in  the  hands  of  dealers.  The  plain- 
tiffs gate  all  the  evidence  as  to  the  possession  of  the  property 
by  the  assignees,  the  nature  of  the  case  admitted  of,  and  it 
.was  in  the  power  of  the  defendants  to  prove  beyond  all 
doubt  how  much  of  it  passed  to  them  under  the  assignment. 
And  failing  to  give  any  proof,  I  think  the  jury  were  justified 
in  presuming  that  all  the  property  purchased  of  the  plain- 
tiffs passed  to  the  assignees.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
the  branch  of  the  charge  under  consideration  was  right. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  question  put 
to  White,  as  to  whether,  when  he  purchased  the  steel,  he 
intended  to  pay  for  it,  was  properly  excluded.  I  think  it  was, 
for  two  reasons,  viz. :  1.  The  inquiry  is  only  competent  when 
the  intention  of  the  witness  at  the  time,  and  in  relation 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry,  is  material.  Seymour 
V.  WUson  (14  N.  Y.,  56) ;  Grijin  v.  Ma/rquaH  (21  id.*  121) ; 
Forbes  v.  MUler  (25  id.,  433.)  There  was  no  fraud  im- 
puted to  White  in  making  the  sale,  nor  was  there  any 
issue  in  the  pleadings  as  to  a  fraudulent  intent,  and  hence  a 
case  was  not  made  that  rendered  it  either  proper  or  necessary 
to  inquire  into  White's  intentions  when  he  made  the  pur- 
chase. 2.  White  denied  ever  having  made  any  contract  with 
the  plaintiffs'  agents  for  the  purchase  of  the  steel.  He  says 
he  talked  with  them  about  purchasing  more  than  one  box, 
bat  no  agreement  was  made  in  relation  to  them,  and  he  did 
not  know  that  the  plaintiffs'  agents  contemplated  sending 
forward  more  than  the  single  box  until  he  was  informed  by 
his  teamster  that  ten  boxes  were  at  Troy.  Then,  for  the  first 
time,  did  he  assent  to  take  the  additional  boxes.  Whether 
he  had  an  intention  not  to  pay  for  property  forced  upon  him, 
as  he  insists,  by  the  plaintijBfe'  agents,  could  not  be  material, 
and  the  inquiry  was  properly  excluded. 

The  result  of  my  examination  of  this  case  is  that  the  order 
as  to  Miller  and  White  must  be  reversed,  and  that  as  to  the 
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defendant  Pei^oson  it  ehould  be  affirmed,  and  judgment 
absolute  under  the  stipulation  in  favor  of  Fergnson  against 
the  plainti& 
Judgment  accordingly. 


IsAAo  J.  Yan  Alkn,  Appellant,  v.  John  S.  Fbltz, 
Eespondent 

Title  two  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  extend  to  cases  where  th#  right  oi 

action  had  accrued  when  that  title  became  a  law,  but  leaves  them  to  be 

goyemed  by  the  law  then  in  force. 
In  sudi  cases  no  written  promise  or  acknowledgment  is  necessary  to  take  a  ' 

demand  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations.    This  case,  reported 

in  32  Barb.,  139,  reversed. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  upon 
two  judgments  rendered  in  a  justice's  court  in  favor  of  Geoige 
W*  Bfllkley  and  Gtersham  Bulkley,  against  the  defendant  on 
the  18th  of  April  1846 ;  one  for  $101.15,  and  the  other  foi 
$76.15.  These  judgments  were  duly  assigned  to  the  plaintiff 
on  the  31st  of  March,  1856.  This  action  was  commenced 
July  10th,  1856.  The  defense  was  the  statute  of  limitations. 
The  action  was  tried  at  the  Columbia  Circuit  in  September 
1857,  without  a  jury,  by  Jnstice  D.  Weight,  who  found 
as  matter  of  fact  upon  the  evidence,  that  in  June,  1852,  the 
defendant  in  the  judgments  promised  verbally  to  pay  tliem 
both  to  the  plaintiff^  but  made  no  promise  in  writing,  and 
held  as  a  conclusion  of  law  that  such  promise  did  not  take 
the  case  out  of  operation  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recov^.  Judgment  was  therefore  entered  in  favor 
of  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  General 
Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  judgment  was 
affirmed,  and  he  brings  his  appeal  to  this  court. 

J.  JET.  Porter^  for  the  appellant. 

e/".  H,  Reynolds^  for  the  respondent. 


1864.]  Yak  Axsk  v.  Fxltz.  833 

OpinJoiL  of  thfl  Courts  per  JoEBHBOor,  J. 

Johnson,  J*.  When  the  Code  went  into  operation,  the 
right  of  action  had  ah-eady  acemed  upon  both  judgments, 
and  the  only  question  presented  by  the  case,  is,  whether  a 
written  promise,  in  snch  a  case,  is  necessary  to  take  the 
demand  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute.  No  question  is 
made  but  that  the  promise  would  have  been  sufSeient  before 
the  Code.  Section  110  of  the  Code  provides  that  "no 
acknowledgment,  or  promise  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
new  or  continuing  contract  whereby  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  operation  of  this  title,  unless  the  same  be  contained  in 
some  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  thereby.  ** 
This  is  the  last  section  of  title  two  of  the  Code,  which  relates 
to  the  time  of  conunencing  actions.  The  first  section  of 
this  title,  §  78  of  the  Code  contains  this  provision.  "  7%is 
UUe  shall  not  extend  to  actions  already  commenced,  or  to 
cases  where  the  right  of  action  has  already  accrued,  but 
the  statutes  now  in  force  shall  be  applicable  to  such  cases, 
according  to  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  without 
regard  to  the  form. "  The  right  of  action  having  accrued 
upon  these  judgments,  when  this  title  of  the  Code  became  a 
law,  such  title  did  not  extend  to  them,  but  left  them  to  be 
governed  by  the  law  then  in  force.  Such  is  the  plain  letter 
and  reading  of  the  provision,  and  I  do  not  see  that  it  is  fairly 
susceptible  of  any  different  interpretation.  It  excludes  a 
class  of  cases,  embracing  all  upon  which  the  right  of  action 
had  abeady  accrued.  If  the  statute  then  in  force  had  com- 
menced running,  all  cases  belonging  to  that  class  were  left  to 
the  operation  of  such  statute,  and  the  provisions  of  title  two 
of  the  Code  did  not  in  any  way  affect  them.  ThiS  precise 
point  seems  to  have  been  decided  by  this  court  in  Winchdt 
V.  Eiclks  (18  N.  Y.,  658,  566).  In  that  case  the  note 
became  due  May  2, 1847,  and  the  two  sureties  had  by  parol 
acknowledged  the  indebtedness  at  some  time  between  that 
period  and  May  S,  1852 ;  and  one  of  the  points  ruled  was, 
that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  Code, 
and  the  debt  might  be  revived  or  continued  without  any 
written  promise  or  acknowledgment.  The  point  was  ruled 
in  the  same  way  in  the  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  (21  Barb*, 


334  Van  Alen  v.  Fbltz.  [Jane, 

Opinion  of  the  Gonrt,  per  JoHirsov,  J. 

348)  and  the  judgment  waa  affirmed  here.  It  had  been  pre- 
viously decided,  that  where  the  statute  had  abready  run 
against  a  demand  when  the  Code  went  into  effect,  such 
demand  fell  within  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  and  could 
only  be  revived  by  a  written  promise.  That  to  exclude  it,  the 
cause  of  action  must  have  been  subsisting.  {Eeadstyne  v. 
Weeks^  2  Kem.,  635.)  The  learned  jt^dge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  in  the  last  case  seems  to  have  been  of  the  opinion 
that  section  73  of  the  Code  applied  only  to  cases  where  a 
cause  of  action  had  previously  accrued  upon  a  new  promise. 
But  that  was  not  the  point  involved  or  decided.  The 
point  ruled  was,  that  the  section  did  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  the  statute  had  already  run,  and  the  cause  of  action 
which  had  previously  accrued,  was  no  .longer  subsisting. 
That  decision  was  undoubtedly  correct,  as  the  provision  was 
manifestly  intended  to  exclude  cases  only  where  the  cause 
of  action  had  not  only  accrued,  but  was  then  subsisting, 
and  the  statute  in  force  still  running.  In  Wmchdl  v. 
Hicks^  the  cause  of  action  had  accrued,  and  was  subsisting, 
when  the  Code  went  into  operation,  and  the  parol  promise 
was  made  afterward.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the 
precise  question  presented  here,  was  involved  in  the  latter 
case,  and  distinctly  decided.  The  point  is  res  judicata. 
Eut  if  it  were  an  open  question,  I  should  have  no  hesitation 
in  adopting  the  same  conclusion.  The  language  is  too  plain 
to  admit  of  debate  or  doubt.  ^^  This  title  shall  not  extend  to 
cases  where  the  right  of  action  has  already  accrued."  To 
hold,  in  the  face  of  this  plain  and  unambiguous  language,  as 
we  are  *asked  by  the  respondent's  counsel  to  do,  that  title 
two  does  extend  to  all  cases  where  the  right  of  action  had 
already  accrued  when  that  title  took  effect,  eoscepting  those 
onh/j  where  such  right  had  then  been  revived,  or  continued, 
by  a  new  promise,  would  require  the  exercise  of  legislative 
instead  of  judicial  fimctions.  It  would  be  a  sheer  perversion 
of  terms,  to  call  such  a  determination,  the  construction  or 
interpretation  of  a  provision  of  the  statutes.  I  am  of  the 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous,  and 
should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to 
abide  event.  Judgment  reversed. 
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Philip  Pike  v.  Edwin  B.  Nash  and  Wm.  H.  Pabdee. 

The  defendants  employed  the  plaintiff  to  cut  down,  prepare  and  transport  to 
market,  from  a  particular  timbered  lot,  dock  sticks  of  prescribed  sizes,  and 
spruce  trees  of  certain  dimensions,  suitable  for  spars.  In  performing  the 
work,  some  of  the  dock  sticks  being  got  out  were  smaller  than  the  contract 
prescribed,  and  the  spruce  trees  cut  were  of  an  inferior  size  and  quality.  The 
defendants  looked  on  in  silence,  raising  no  objection,  and  both  the  dock  sticks 
and  spars  were  delivered  and  accepted  at  New  York,  under  the  contract,  and 
remained  in  the  defendants*  possession  until  sold,  without  a  word  of  disap- 
probation because  of  any  deviation  from  the  agreement 

Hddf  that  under  these  circumstances  it  was  not  for  the  defendants  to  insist  that 
they  were  absolved  from  making  full  compensation  to  the  plaintiff  for  his 
labor,  because  some  of  the  dock  sticks  did  not  strictly  conform  in  size,  nor 
the  spars  in  quality,  to  the  contract 

Where  one  party  to  an  agreement  assents  to  work  as  it  is  being  performed  by 
the  other,  and  with  a  knowledge  of  a  deviation  from  the  strict  letter  of  the 
agreement,  fails  to  make  any  objection,  he  cannot  afterward  make  such  devi- 
ation a  ground  of  refusal  to  perform  on  his  part 

A  party  agreeing  to  cut,  prepare  and  transport  to  market  dock  sticks,  spars,  eta. 
for  another,  is  not,  while  transporting  the  timber,  acting  as  a  common  carrier 
and  his  duty  extends  no  further  than  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence, 
care  and  skill  in  protecting  the  property  from  loss  or  damage. 

For  a  loss  caused  by  an  unusual  flood,  by  mere  casualty,  against  which  ordinary 
prudence  and  diligence  could  not  protect,  and  without  any  lack  of  care  or 
skill  on  his  part,  he  is  not  liable. 

The  defendants  having  purchased  the  standing  trees  on  a 
lot  of  land  in  the  connty  of  Saratoga,  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  to  cut,  prepare  and  transport  to  the  New  York 
market  for  them,  from  the  lot,  dock  logs  and  piles  of  speci- 
fied sizes.  The  dock  sticks  were  to  be  either  31,  36  or  41 
feet  in  length,  and  not  less  than  seven  inches  in  diameter  at 
the  small  end;  and  the  piles  fourteen  inches  in  diameter 
at  the  large  end,  and  from  forty-five  to  fifty  feet  long.  For 
cutting,  preparing  and  transporting  to  New  York  each  dock 
stick  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  one  dollar  and  twelve  and 
a  half  cents,  and  for  each  pile  two  dollars  and  twenty-four 
cents.  It  was  also  agreed  that  the  plaintiff  should  cut  down, 
prepare  and  transport  to  the  New  York  market  aU  the  nice, 
handsome  spruce  trees  on  the  lot  suitable  for  spars,  and  more 
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tlian  fourteen  inches  in  diameter  at  the  butt,  and  as  a  com- 
pensation therefor,  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  owner  of  an  nndi- 
vided  half  of  the  spars  when  they  reached  the  city  of  New 
York.  Under  this  agreement,  in  the  spring  of  1854,  the 
plaintiff  cut  down,  prepared  and  tranq>orted  863  dock  sticks, 
136  piles  and  315  spars.  They  were  all  in  one  raft,  but  in 
distinct  cribs  or  lockings.  The  defendants  had  authority 
from  tlie  plaintiff  to  sell  his  imdivided  interest  in  tlie  spars, 
but  were  not  authorized  to  sell  the  same  in  conjunction  with 
the  dock  logs  and  piles.  In  October  following  the  arrival  of 
the  raft  in  the  New  York  harbor,  the  defendants,  after  hav- 
ing diligently  and  in  good  faith  attempted  to  sell  the  spars 
separately,  but  without  success,  sold  at  a  single  sale,  and  to 
one  person,  the  entire  mass  of  dock  logs,  piles  and  spars  at 
the  price  of  $1.62J  each,  and  by  count,  without  any  measure- 
ment or  discrimination  as  to  the  relative  value  of  the  same 
or  any  part  thereof,  although  the  average  actual  value  of  the 
spars  was  five  dollars  each.  Some  of  the  dock  logs  were 
smaller  than  the  dimensions  prescribed  for  them  by  the  con- 
tract ;  but  whilst  they  were  being  cut  and  after  they  reached 
New  York,  the  defendants,  having  sufficient  opportunity  to 
inspect  and  ascertain  such  deficiency  as  to  sLse,  at  neither 
place,  or  at  any  other  time  or  place  made  any  objection 
thereto.  Nor  with  like  opportunity  of  inspection  and  exam- 
ination of  the  spars  whilst  they  were  being  cut  and  prepared 
for  market,  or  at  New  York,  or  elsewhere,  before  the  sale, 
did  they  make  any  objection  to  their  quality,  though  the 
largest  of  them  were,  without  any  improper  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  of  inferior  quality,  whereby  the  average 
value  of  them  in  new  York  was  reduced  to  five  dollars  per 
spar.  In  an  action  upon  this  contract  the  plaintiff  was 
allowed  by  the  referee  the  contract  price  for  getting  out  and 
delivering  to  the  defendants  at  New  York  the  dock  \o^ 
and  piles,  and  one-half  the  market  value  of  the  spars  at  tiie 
time  they  were  sold.  This,  it  was  insisted,  was  error.  And 
the  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  the  referee  having 
been  affirmed  by  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  defendants  appealed. 


1864.]  Pike  v.  Nash.  887 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Wbight,  J. 

John  H,  Reynolds^  for  the  appellants. 
D,  L.  Seymov/r^  for  the  respondent. 

Wright,  J.  The  dock  sticks,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
were  to  be  of  specified  length,  and  not  less  than  seven  inches 
in  diameter  at  the  small  or  top  end;  and  the  spruce  trees  on 
the  lot,  over  fourteen  inches  in  diameter  at  the  butt,  and  suit* 
able  for  spars  were  to  be  cut  and  transported  to  the  New  York 
market  on  shares.  Some  of  the  dock  sticks  (but  how  many 
is  not  found)  were  not  so  large  as  the  contract  prescribed,  and 
the  largest  of  the  spars  (how  many  is  not  known)  on  being 
inspected  and  tested,  after  transportation,  were  found  to  be  of 
inferior  quality.  It  is  because  the  contract  was  not  strictly 
performed  in  respect  to  the  size  of  all  the  dock  sticks,  and  to 
the  quality  of  all  the  spars,  it  is  now  urged  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitied  to  recover  anything  for  his  work,  or  if  any* 
thing,  not  the  full  contract  price.  It  may  be  conceded  that 
the^position  would  be  sound,  if  the  defendants  had  not  waived 
a  strict  performance ;  but  it  is  clear,  in  this  case,  that  they 
assented  to  and  acquiesced  in  whatever  deviations  there  were 
from  the  contract,  either  in  the  size  of  the  dock  sticks  that 
were  under  the  size  prescribed,  or  in  the  quality  of  the  larger 
spars  for  the  purposes  intended,  whifch  the  referee  finds 
(and  it  is  only  upon  his  findings  that  any  question  of  non-per^ 
forraance  by  the  plaintifi'  can  be  raised),  that  some  of  the 
dock  sticks  were  smaller  than  the  contract  called  for,  and 
the  largest  of  the  spars  were  of  inferior  quality,  owing  to  knots 
and  galls  in  tlie  material  on  which  the  plaintiff's  labor  was 
employed ;  in  connection  therewith,  he  further  finds  that  the 
defendants  made  no  objection  to  the  dock  logs,  or  to  the  spars, 
got  out  in  the  execution  of  the  contract,  either  while  they 
were  being  cut  down  and  prepared  for  market,  or  before  or 
after  they  were  accepted  and  sold  by  them,  although  they  had 
sufficient  opportunity,  both  on  the  lot  and  at  New  York,  to 
inspect  and  ascertain  the  deficiency  as  to  size  of  said  dock 
logs  that  were  smaller  than  the  dimensions  prescribed  by  the 
contract,and  of  the  quality  of  the  larger  spruce  logs  designed 
for  spars.  They  employed  the  plaintiff  to  cut  down,  prepare 
43 
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and  transport  to  market  from  a  particular  timbered  lot,  dock 
sticks  of  prescribed  sizes,  and  spruce  trees  of  certain  dimen- 
sions suitable  for  spars.  In  performing  the  work,  some  of 
the  dock  sticks  being  got  out,  are  smaller  than  the  contract 
prescribes,  yet  the  defendants  look  on  in  silence  having  no 
objection  on  that  account,  so,  also,  they  look  on  without 
objection  to  the  spruce  trees  that  the  plaintiff  selects,  and 
which  he  cuts  down  and  prepares  for  spars.  Both  the  dock 
sticks  and  spars  are  delivered  and  accepted  at  New  York 
under  the  contract,  remaining  in  the  defendants'  possession 
until  sold  without  a  word  of  disapprobation  because  of  any 
deviation.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not  for  the  de- 
fendants to  insist  that  they  are  absolved  from  making  full 
compensation  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  labor.  After  having 
knowingly  acquiesced  in  the  cutting  and  preparation  of  the 
mass  of  dock  sticks  that  did  not  strictly  confonn  in  size, 
and  of  the  spars  that  did  not  conform  in  quality,  to  tlie  con- 
tract, it  is  too  late  for  them  to  urge  that  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  recover,  because  there  has  been  a  failure  in  tliesc  respects 
to  perform  on  his  part.  They  assented  to  tlie  work  as  it  was 
being  performed,  and  with  knowledge  of  tlie  deviation  from 
the  strict  letter  of  the  agreement  now  complained  of,  when 
they  could  have  put'-ai'stop  to  it ;  and  the  referee,  therefore, 
was  right  in  holding,  as  he  did  substantially,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  the  contract  prices. 

It  appears  that  while  transporting  to  New  York  the  dock 
sticks,  piles  and  spars  cut  upon  the  lot  the  plaintiff  lost  on 
the  way  182  sticks.  This  loss  was  caused  principally  by 
reason  of  an  unusual  flood,  by  mere  casualty,  against  which 
ordinary  prudence  and  diligence  could  not  protect,  and  with- 
out lack  of  care  or  skill  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
referee  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  liable  for  this  loss. 
This  was  correct.  It  was  occasioned  by  the  flood,  and  not 
by  any  carelessness  or  improper  conduct  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
was  not  acting  in  the  premises  as  a  common  carrier ;  and  his 
duty  extended-  no  farther  than  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
prudence,  care  and  skill  in  protecting  the  property  from  loss 
or  damage.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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Ikgbaham,  J.  The  main  ground  of  defense  was  a  claim 
for  damages  set  np  by  the  defendants  against  the  plaintiff  for 
having  cut  and  remoTod  logs  and  piles  of  a  less  size  than 
contemplated  by  the  original  agreement.  No  objection 
appears  to  have  been  made  that  the  whole  number  had 
not  been  delivered.  The  defendants,  having  had  the  oppor- 
tunity  to  examine  the  logs  while  in  the  woods,  and  afterward 
at  New  York,  and  having  accepted  them  at  the  latter  place, 
cannot  afterward  deny  their  liability  to  pay  for  them,  what- 
ever the  services  were  worth  which  the  plaintiff  had  rendered. 
Those  services  were  rendered  under  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  and  the  terms  of  that  contract  would  settle  the 
amount  to  be  paid,  unless  it  was  shown  that  in  consequence 
of  the  variation  in  size  the  compensation  should  have  been 
diminished.  {SicJdes  v,  PaUeraon^  14  Wend.,  257.)  But  in 
such-  a  case  the  defendants  should  famish  evidence  of  any 
damages  they  had  sustained.  Having  received  the  logs  at 
the  place  of  delivery  and  sold  some  without  objection,  they 
must  be  considered  as  waiving  the  objection  which  might 
have  been  made  to  their  size,  although  they  might  have 
shown  the  value  of  the  services  rendered  to  have  been  less 
than  the  contract  price.  There  is  no  such  evidence,  and 
for  aught  that  appears  in  the  case  the  referee  might  have 
concluded  there  was  no  difference  in  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered  from  that  ^specified  in  the  contract,  and  that  the 
defendants  had,  by  acceptance  of  the  property,  waived  any 
claim  therefor.      * 

The  second  point  of  the  appellants  is  that  the  referee  erred 
in  allowing  the  plaintiff  the  value  of  one^half  of  the  spars. 
What  was  the  value  and  whether  the  defendants  sold  them 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  referee.  He  evidently  has  found  against  the 
defendants  on  the  ground  that  the  spars  should  have  been 
sold  by  themselves,  and  that  they  could  not  be  used  by  sell- 
ing them  with  the  dock  logs  and  piles  to  increase  the  value 
of  the  latter  at  the  plaintiff's  expense.  There  was  evidence 
given  of  their  value,  ample  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the 
referee  on  this  branch  of  the  case.    Even  if  the  spars  were 
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aot  of  the  Bi2e  originally  contracted  for,  if  when  they  were 
delivered  and  accepted  by  the  defendants  they  wonld  have 
sold  for  the  sum  allowed  by  the  referee,  the  plaintiff  wonld 
have  been  entitled  to  one-half  for  his  services. 

The  defendants,  on  the  trial,  seem  to  have  considered 
themselves  entitled  to  recover  from  the  plaintiff  as  damages, 
the  difference  between  the  sticks  as  delivered  and  the  valne 
of  them  if  they  had  been  of  the  size  stated  in  the  contract. 
This  they  wonld  not  have  been  entitled  to  if  on  receiving  the 
logs  with  knowledge  of  the  variance  from  the  contract  they 
had  waived  their  right  to  insist  upon  a  foil  performance  of 
the  contract.     The  reteree  has  fonad  such  waiver. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  a  common  carrier  in  r^ard  to  the 
property  he  was  transporting.  He  was  required  to  use  care 
and  skill  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  but  was  not  liable  for 
loss  arising  from  severe  storms  or  floods.  There  is  nothing 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  ever  acted  as  a  common  carrier ; 
on  the  contrary,  this  appears  to  have  been  a  special  contract, 
made  in  reference  to  this  special  property,  and  there  is  no 
ground  to  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  had  ever  been  engaged 
in  similar  business.    There  was  no  eiror  in  this  respect. 

Although  the  defendants  mi^t  have  reduced  the  recovery 
against  them  by  evidence,  showing  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered  to  have  been  less  than  the  contract  price,  yet,  not 
having  done  so,  and  having  waived  the  objection  by  accepting 
the  logB  and  selling  them  without  any  notice  to  the  plaiati£^ 
there  is  no  ground  on  which  this  court  coifid  interfere. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

MuLLm,  J.,  and  Dekio,  Cfa.  J.,  were  for  reversal ;  all  the 
other  judges.being  for  affirmance, 

Judgment  affinned. 
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Oboboe  Csiohtok,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  The  People,  etc., 
Defendants  in  Error. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  under  the  statute  of  1845,  making  it  crimi- 
nal for  a  '*  person  to  advise  or  procure  any  pregnant  woman  to  take  any  medi- 
cine, drug,  substance,  eta,  with  the  intent  thereby  to  procure  the  miscarriage 
of  any  such  woman."  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  diarged  that  the 
defendant,  on,  eta,  at,  eta,  did  then  and  thei«  advise  and  attempt  to  procure, 
and  did  procure,  one  E.  D.  to  take  certain  medicines,  eta,  viz. :  certain  pills 
known,  etc,  with  intent,  eta  The  second  count  charged  that  "  heretofore, 
to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  one  E.  D.  was  then  and  there  a  preg- 
nant woman;"  tiiat  the  accused,  **for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  to 
cause  and  produce  "  her  miscarriage,  "  did  advise  and  procure  hfir,"  the  said 
E.  D.,  tJien  and  ihere  to  take  certain  drugs,  etc. 

Bddf  that  the  second  count  was  not  bad  for  want  of  a  sufficient  venue. 

Heldf  cUsOj  that  conceding  that  the  second  count  was  defective,  that  would  not 
be  fatal,  on  a  general  verdict  of  gnilty,  if  the  first  oount  was  ^ood. 

The  averment  in  the  first  oount  was  that  the  prisoner  advised  E.  D.,  to  taka 
oertain  medicines,  drugs  and  substances,  to  wit,  certain  pills  known  as  Br. 
James  Clark's  female  pills';  and  the  evidence  was  that  he  bought  a  bottle  of 
Dr.  Clark's  female  pills,  and  told  her  to  take  them,  etc.  Seld^  that  the  allega- 
tion was  substantially  proven,  ff  it  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  surplusage. 

The  evidence  showing  the  prisoner  to  have  done  everything  averred  in  the 
first  count,  excepting  that  the  pills  recommended  were  Dr.  Clark's  pills, 
instead  of  Dr.  Jamos  Clark's  pills ;  also  that  the  prisoner  had  purchased  Sir 
James  Clark's  pills  at  the  place  where  he  told  E.  D.  he  had  purchased  them ; 
Meld,  also,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  show  that  the  pills  he  recom- 
mended were  Dr.  James  Clark'ii  pills,  the  evidence  was  ample  to  submit  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  it  was  this  particular  medicine  the  prisoner  recom- 
mended. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  for  advising  one  Eliza- 
beth Dixon  to  take  certain  ntiedicines  to  produce  an  abortion 
npon  her.  The  indictment  contained  two  counts.  The  first 
count  charged  tiat  the  prisoner,  late  of  Oswegatchie,  in  the 
county  of  St.  Lawrence,  on  the  22d  of  June,  1861,  at 
the  town  of  Oswegatchie,  and  at  divers  other  times  did  then 
and  there  advise  and  attempt  to  procure,  and  did  procure, 
one  Elizabeth  Dixon  to  take  certain  medicines,  drugs  and 
substances  (to  wit,  certain  pills,  known  as  Dr.  James  Clark's 
female  pills),  which  the  said  Geoi^  Crichton  then  and  there 
produced  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  of  procuring  the 
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miBcarriage  of  her,  the  said  Elizabeth,  etc.  The  second  count 
charged  that  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid  one  Elizabeth 
Dixon  was  then  and  there  a  pregnant  woman ;  that  the  said 
Crichton,  for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intent  to  cause  and 
produce  the  miscarriage  of  her,  the  said  Elizabeth  Dixon, 
she  being  such  pregnant  woman  as  aforesaid,  did  advise  and 
procure  her,  the  said  Elizabeth,  then  and  there  to  take  cer- 
tain drugs,  medicines,  substances  or  pills,  etc. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  counsel  for  the  accused 
moved  to  strike  out  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  on 
the  ground  that  the  same  did  not  charge  an  oflfense,  because 
it  did  not  allege  the  time  when  or  place  where  the  advice 
was  given,  or  where  the  prisoner  did  procure  the  said  Eliza- 
beth to  take  the  medicines  alleged,  et<;.  This  motion  was 
denied  by  the  court,  and  the  prisoner's  counsel  excepted. 

Upon  the  trial  it  appeared  by  the  testimony  of  Eliza- 
beth Dixon  that  she  was  pregnant ;  that  she  told  the  prisonei 
of  her  condition ;  that  he  got  a  bottle  of  Dr.  Clark's  female 
pills  and  told  her  to  take  them,  and  she  would  be  all  right ; 
that  she  took  some  of  them  without  effect ;  that  the  prisoner 
then  got  a  box  of  Dr.  Fenton's  pills,  and  said  if  she  would 
take  it  it  would  cause  her  to  have  no  child ;  that  he  then  got 
a  bottle  of  other  medicine,  and  told  her  it  was  sure  cure  if 
taken  as  directed.  In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  asked  one  Lytle  whether  he  liad  sexual  inter- 
course with  Elizabeth  Dixon  during  the  spring  of  1861, 
which  was  objected  to  by  the  district  attorney  and  excluded, 
to  which  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  excepted.  After  the 
evidence  was  closed  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  made  a 
motion  to  discharge  the  prisoner  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  support  the  first  count  of  the  indictment, 
and  that  the  second  count  was  defective  for  the  reason  that 
it  did  not  state  the  time  when  or  place  where  the  offense  was 
committed,  and  that  it  was  not  charged  in  the  said  second 
count  that  the  offense,  if  any,  was  conmiitted  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  court.  The  court  denied  the  mo- 
tion, and  the  prisoner's  counsel  excepted.  The  cause  was 
then  submitted  to  the  jury,  who  found  a  general  verdict  of 
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guilty.  The  prisoner  moved,  in  arrest  of  judgment,  for  the 
cause  aforesaid.  The  court  ordered  and  directed  that  the 
prisoner's  counsel  should  have  leave  to  make  a  case,  in  order 
that  the  said  several  questions  might  be  passed  upon  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  that  judgment  in  the  mean  time  be  sus- 
pended. The  cause  was  carried  to  tlie  Supreme  Court,  and 
a  new  trial  was  denied  at  a  General  Term  held  in  the  fourth 
judicial  district,  in  January,  1864,  and  the  prisoner  removed 
the  case  into  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

Myers  cfe  Magone^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

B.  H.  YoAry^  district  attorney,  for  the  people. 

Ingbahah,  J.  There  was  no  error  in  excluding  the  inquiry 
put  to  Lytle  as  to  his  connection  with  Elizabeth  Dixon.  It 
was  immaterial  whether  any  other  person  had  connection 
with  her  or  not.  The  offense  charged  was  the  advising 
means  to  produce  an  abortion,  and  would  have  been  the  same 
whether  the  prisoner  or  Lytle  was  the  father  of  the  child. 

The  main  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  court  erred 
in  refusing  to  strike  out  the  second  count  in  the  indictment, 
and,  if  such  refusal  was  erroneous,  whether  the  verdict  can 
be  sustained  notwithstanding  such  refusal. 

The  objection  to  the  second  count  is  that  there  is  no  time 
or  place  averred  at  which  the  offense  is  charged  to  have  been 
committed,  so  as  to  show  that  it  was  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court.  This  count  charges  that  at  a  certain  time  and 
place  the  said  Elizabeth  Dixon  was  pregnant,  and  that  the 
defendant,  with  intent  to  cause  and  produce  her  miscarriage, 
did  advise  and  procure  her,  then  and  there,  to  take,  etc. 
The  objection  to  this  count  is  that  the  words  "then  and 
there"  should  have  been  inserted  prior  to  the  allegation  of 
advice  and  procurement,  and  not  as  to  the  taking  and  use 
of  the  medicines.  The  ordinary  interpretation  of  this  count 
would  be  that  the  advice  was  given  at  the  time  when  Eliza- 
beth was  averred  to  be  there,  and  when  it  was  averred  that 
she  was  to  take  the  medicine  advised  and  procured  to  be 
taken.    It  was  aU  in  the  same  tense,  and  related  to  the  same 
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moment  of  time.  The  charge  was  that  she  was  then  preg- 
nant ;  that  the  prisoner  adyised  and  procured  her,  then  and 
there  (that  is,  at  the  time  before  mentioned,  viz.,  when  she 
was  there  pregnant),  to  take  the  medicines.  All  the  acts 
charged  relate  to  the  same  time,  and  the  application  of  the 
rule  that  certainly  to  a  common  intent  is  sufficient,  would  be 
enough  to  sustain  this  count. 

But,  conceding  that  the  second  count  was  defective,  that 
would  not  be  fatal  if  the  firat  count  was  good.  {People  v. 
Wiley,  3  Hill,  194 ;  Earn  v.  The  People,  8  Wend.,  210 ; 
The  People  v.  CKlMnaon,  i  Parker,  26-29.) 

The  first  count  is  conceded  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  to  be 
good,  but  he  contends  that  the  evidence  could  not  apply  to 
it.  The  averment  is  that  the  prisoner  advised  Elizabeth 
Dixon  to  take  certain  medicines,  drugs  and  substances,  to 
wit,  certain  pills,  known  as  Dr.  James  Clark's  female  pills, 
and  the  evidence  was  that  he  bought  a  bottle  of  Dr.  Clark's 
female  pills,  and  told  her  to  take  them,  etc. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  if  the  nature  of  the  medicines  had 
not  been  stated  under  a  mdeUcet  the  cost  would  have  been 
amply  sufficient  and  the  evidence  would  have  sustained  it. 
It  has  been  held  that  whatever  is  not  necessary  to  constitute 
the  offense  may  be  treated  as  surplusage. 

This  is  particularly  the  case  where  the  offense  is  statutory, 
and  in  such  a  case  it  is  always  sufficient  to  charge  the  offense 
in  the  words  of  the  statute,  although  more  particularity  is 
required  in  bringiii^  the  offense  within  it,  where,  as  in  this 
case,  more  words  are  used  than  are  necessary  to  make  out  the 
offense ;  I  think  the  remaining  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age. Various  cases  to  this  effect  may  be  found  in  2  Whar- 
ton's Cr.  Law,  626. 

But  I  think  the  allegation  was  substantially  proven,  if  it 
was  not  to  be  r^arded  as  surplusage.  The  evidence  showed 
the  prisoner  to  have  done  everything  averred  in  this  count, 
excepting  that  the  pills  recommended  were  Dr.  Clark's  pills, 
instead  of  Dr.  James  Clark's  pills,  and  there  was  also  evi- 
dence to  show  that  the  prisoner  had  purchased  Sir  James 
Clark's  pills,  at  the  place  where  he  told  Elizabetli  Dixon  he 
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had  ptuxihased  them.  If  it  had  been  necessary  to  show  that 
the  pills  he  recommended  were  Dr.  James  Clark's  pills,  the 
evidence  was  ample  to  submit  to  the  jory  the  question 
whether  it  was  this  particular  medicine  the  prisoner  recom- 
mended, and  upon  this  point  their  finding  is  against  the 
prisoner. 

There  is  no  ground  for  interfering  with  the  judgment  of 
the  General  Term. 

The  judgment  should  be  afBrmed  and  proceedings  reniitted 
to  Sessions. 

Weight,  J.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  conviction  is  erro- 
neous, if  the  second  count  of  the  indictment  is  good.  This 
count  it  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  is  bad  for 
want  of  a  suflScient  venue.    I  am  not  able  to  see  this  defect. 

The  defendant  was  indicted,  under  the  statute  of  1845, 
making  it  criminal  for  a  "  person  to  advise  or  procure  any 
pregnant  woman  to  take  any  medicine,  drug,  substance  or 
thing  whatever,  with  the  intent  thereby  to  procure  the  mis- 
carriage of  any  such  woman,"  (Laws  of  1845,  chap.  260, 
§  2.)  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged  that  the 
defendant,  on  the  22d  June,  1861,  at  the  town  of  Oswegat- 
chie,  in  the  county  of  St.  Lawrence,  did  then  and  there 
advise  and  attempt  to  procure,  and  did  procure,  one  Eliza- 
beth Dixon  to  take  certain  medicines,  drugs  and  substances, 
viz. :  certain  pills  known  as  "  Dr.  James  Clark's  Female 
Pills,"  with  intent,  etc.  The  second  count  charged  '^  that 
heretofore,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  one 
Elizabeth  Dixon  was  then  and  there  a  pregnant  woman; 
that  the  said  George  Crichton,  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 
intent  to  cause  and  produce  the  miscarriage  of  her,  the  said 
Elizabeth  Dixon,  she  being  such  pregnant  woman  as  afore- 
said, did  advise  and  procure  her,  the  said  Elizabeth,  then  and 
there  to  take  certain  drugs,  medicines,  substances  or  pills,  to 
the  jurors  aforesaid  unknown." 

The  criticism  of  the  defendant's  counsel  upon  this  count, 
I  tliink,  has  nothing  of  substance  in  it.  He  concedes  that  if 
the  allegation  had  been  that  the  defendant  "  did  then  and 
44 
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there  advise  and  procure  the  said  Elizabeth  Dixon  then  and 
there  to  take,"  etc.,  the  count  would  have  been  good ;  but 
contends  that  as  it  stands,  the  giving  of  the  advice  and  pro- 
curing her  to  take  (the  only  acts  of  the  defendant  constitut- 
ing the  crime  charged),  are  without  venue  of  time  or  place. 
If  this  were  the  fair  construction,  it  would  be  fatal ;  for  time 
and  place  must  be  attached  to  every  material  fact  averred. 
But  it  is  hypercritical.  The  time  and  place  of  advising  and 
procuring  are  stated,  as  will  be  seen  by  reading  the  count, 
omitting  the  adjunctive  and  parenthetic  clauses  showing  the 
condition  of  the  woman.  It  would  then  read :  "  heretofore, 
to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid  (that  is,  at  Oswegat- 
chie,  on  the  22d  June,  1861),  George  Orichton,  did  advise 
and  procure  her,  the  said  Elizabeth  Dixon,  then  and  there  to 
take,"  etc.  Unless  the  time  and  place  first  mentioned  in  the 
count  refers  to  the  advising  and  procuring,  they  do  not  refer 
to  any  thing. 

Being  of  opinion  that  the  second  count  is  not  defective  in 
the  particular  suggested,  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the 
further  inquiry  whether  the  defendant  was  properly  con- 
victed on  the  first,  which  is  conceded  to  be  unobjectionable. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Fredbeick  Lbwis  and   others,  Executors,  etc..  Appellants, 
V.  Joseph  E.  Inobbsoll  and  others,  Bespondents. 

This  court  will  not  review  a  case  upon  the  exceptions  to  findings  of  fact,  or 
the  omission  to  find  other  facts  not  found. 

The  promise  of  an  agent  of  mortgagees,  that  he  will  assume  and  allow  a  pay* 
ment  made  by  a  tenant,  to  a  clerk  or  servant  of  the  agent,  upon  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  as  a  good  and  valid  payment  to  his  principals,  when  he  has 
no  authority  from  his  principals  to  make  any  such  promise  on  their  behalf, 
and  he  never  did  allow  it,  or  account  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  money,  is  but 
the  individual  promise  of  the  agent,  and  in  no  respect  the  promise  of  the 
mortgagees,  nor  binding  upon  them. 

'Not  will  such  promise  estop  the  mortgi^^ees  from  insisting  that  the  payment 
was  never  made. 

A  payment  of  money  intended  to  be  applied  upon  a  bond  and  mortgage,  to  a 
derk  or  servant  of  the  mortgagees'  agent,  the  receiver  not  being  an  agent, 
derk  or  servant  of  the  mortgagees,  and  never  having  acted  as  such,  is  not  in 
legal  effect  a  payment  to  the  agent  and  so  a  payment  to  the  mortgagees. 

When  an  agent  undertakes  to  act,  or  do  his  business,  by  or  through  another, 
the  acts  of  such  other  are  not  the  acts  of  the  principal,  unless  the  agent  had 
authority  to  employ  or  appoint  others. 

Acts  merely  mechanical,  an  agent  may  employ  others  to  perform,  having  first 
determined  that  such  acts  are  necessary  or  proper  to  be  performed.  But  not 
so  with  acts  involving  the  exercise  of  a  discretion,  or  anything  of  the  charac- 
ter of  a  trust,  which  is  in  its  nature  personal  to  an  agent 

In  such  cases  the  agent  has  no  right  to  turn  the  principal  over  to  another,  of 
whom  he  knows  nothing.    The  maxim  is,  dekgatits  non  potest  delegare* 

The  authority  to  an  agent,  from  a  principal,  to  receive  money,  is  most  dearly  a 
personal  trust  and  confidence,  whidi  cannot  be  ddegated  without  certain  and 
plain  authority. 

Where  a  mortgage  upon  lands  situated  in  this  State,  is  executed  here  —  it  not 
appearing  where  it  is  made  payable  —  and  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  a 
rate  of  interest  different  from  that  allowed  by  the  laws  of  New  York  was 
intended  by  the  parties,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was  made 
governs,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest 

Where  letters  were  produced  and  identified  by  a  witness,  and  although  he  had 
forgotten  the  facts  therein  stated,  he  was  able  to  say,  in  substance,  that  the 
contents  of  the  letters  were  undoubtedly  true  at  the  time  they  were  written, 
although  he  was  then  unable  to  remember  them;  Meld,  that  they  were 
admissible  as  auxiliary  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  and  as  memoranda 
made  by  him  of  a  then  existing  state  of  facts. 

The  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  defendants  to  dis- 
charge and  surrender  a  certain  bond  and  mortgage  in  their 
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hands,  and  to  have  the  mortgage  canceled  of  record  on  the 
ground  that  the  debt  had  been  paid  and  satisfied.  The  lands 
in  question  are  situated  in  the  county  of  Broome,  in  what  is 
known  as  the  Bingham  patent.  The  bond  and  mortgage  in 
question  were  executed  on  or  about  the  19th  of  June,  1826, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  $4,664.66  by  installments.  The 
plaintiff'  testator,  Hazard  Lewis,  was  the  owner  of  the 
prenaises  in  fee,  and  commenced  the  action  in  his  lifetime ; 
alleging,  in  his  complaint,  that  the  mortgage  debt  had  been 
fully  paid  and  satisfied,  but  that  the  defendants  claimed  a 
large  amount  to  be  due  thereon,  and  threatened  to  foreclose 
if  the  same  was  not  paid ;  that  the  mortgage  remained  a 
cloud  upon  the  plaintiff'  title  and  prevented  a  sale  and  con- 
veyance of  the  premises ;  and  praying  for  the  relief  above 
mentioned.  He  admits  that  if  anything  is  due  he  is  person- 
ally liable,  and  consents  that  a  decree  may  be  entered  against 
him  in  the  action,  if  anything  shall  be  found  due  On  said 
bond  and  mortgage,  for  the  amount  so  due. 

The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  admit  that  the  whole 
amount  has  been  paid  except  the  sum  of  $511.96,  with 
interest  thereon  from  and  after  December  11,  1843;  which 
they  claimed  to  be  still  due  and  unpaid.  The  action  was 
tried  at  the  Broome  Special  Term,  in  April,  1860,  before 
Balcom,  Justice,  without  a  jury.  The  said  justice  found,  as 
conclusions  of  fact  from  the  evidence,  that  in  the  year  1843 
sufficient  payments  were  made  to  satisfy  the  whole  amount 
due  on  said  bond  and  mortgage,  except  the  interest  which 
was  due  thereon  on  the  first  day  of  June,  1830.  That  on 
the  last  mentioned  day,  there  was  due  for  interest  tfa^eon 
$326.53,  which  was  never  paid,  or  received  by  the  trustees 
of  the  Bingham  estate,  who  held  said  bond  and  mortgage. 
He  further  found  that  on  the  29th  of  November,  1830,  the 
mortgaged  premises  were  owned  by  Virgil  Whitney  and 
David  C.  Case,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  that  on  that  day 
the  latter  paid  to  the  former  $326,  as  and  for  the  interest 
which  became  due  on  the  first  of  June  preceding.  That 
Joshua  Whitney,  of  Binghamton,  was  the  general  agent  of 
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the  trustees  of  William  Bingham,  from  and  prior  to  1824, 
nntil  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1845 ;  and  that  dnring  all  this 
time,  and  subsequent  thereto,  the  said  trustees  resided  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia.  That  from  about  the  year  1829  until 
the  year  1835,  the  said  Virgil  Whitney  acted  from  time  to 
time  as  a  clerk  or  servant  of  Joshua  Whitney  at  Bingham* 
ton,  in  correspondence,  drawing  contracts,  deeds,  bonds  and 
mortgages,  and  in  receiving  money  for  said  trustees ;  but 
said  Virgil  Whitney  was  never  an  agent,  clerk,  or  servant  of 
said  trustees,  and  never  acted  as  their  agent,  clerk,  or  servant. 
That  Virgil  Whitney,  from  the  year  1825  up  to  1886,  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  money  from  time  to  time  of 
persons  who  owed  said  trustees  on  contracts  and  on  bonds 
and  mortgages,  and  that  he  generally  carried  such  money  for 
such  persons  to  Philadelphia,  and  there  paid  the  same  for 
them  to  said  trustees.  That  said  Virgil  Whitney  never  paid 
the  said  sum  of  $326  received  by  him  of  Case  on  the  29th  of 
November,  1830,  to  the  said  trustees,  or  to  Joshua  Whitney, 
or  accounted  therefor  to  any  other  person.  That  Virgil 
Whitney  was  never  authorized  by  said  trustees  to  receive 
money  for  them,  and  that  the  money  he  did  receive  for  them 
at  any  time  was  taken  by  him  either  as  a  clerk  or  servant  of 
said  Joshua  Whitney,  or  for  the  accommodation  of  the  persohs 
froni  whom  he  received  the  same.  That  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage in  question  were  never  in  the  possession  of  Joshua 
Wliitney,  and  that  he  never  received  any  payment  thereon 
from  any  one ;  but  that  all  the  payments  made  thereon  were 
made  to  the  trustees  personally  at  Philadelphia,  other  than 
this  sum  of  $326  paid  by  Case  to  V.  Whitney.  That  in  the 
year  1835  or  1836,  and  prior  to  the  8th  day  of  February,  in 
the  latter  year,  Joshua  Whitney,  in  a  conversation  with  the 
plaintiffe'  testator  in  reference  to  a  purchase  by  Hie  latter  of 
the  interest  of  Virgil  Whitney  in  said  mortgaged  premises, 
promised  the  said  testator  that  he  would  assume  and  allow 
the  said  sum  of  $326  paid  by  Case  to  V.  Whitney,  as  a  good 
and  valid  payment  to  said  trustees  on  said  bond  and  mortgage, 
and  that  thereafter,  and  on  the  said  8th  of  February,  1836, 
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said  testator  purchased  of  V.  Whitney,  his  interest  in  said 
premises  and  paid  him  a  valuable  consideration  therefor  and 
took  a  conveyance.  That  said  Joshua  Whitney  had  no 
authority  from  said  trustees  to  make  said  promise,  and  never 
allowed  the  said  sum  as  a  payment,  and  never  accounted  to 
the  said  trustees  for  the  same.  That  Virgil  Whitney  was 
never  held  out  by  Joshua  Whitney  as  an  agent  of  said  trus- 
tees ;  and  that  Joshua  had  no  authority,  express  or  implied, 
to  authorize  Virgil  to  receive  money  for  them  so  as  to  charge 
them  therefor  while  the  same  was  in  the  hands  of  Virgil. 
That  prior  to  the  year  1835  Joshua  Whitney  did  not  know 
of  the  payment  of  this  sum  of  $326  by  Case  to  Virgil.  That 
by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  interest  that  became 
due  on  the  first  of  June,  1830,  there  was  then  remaining  due 
and  unpaid  on  said  bond  and  mortgage  the  sum  of  $1,040.39. 
As  conclusions  of  law  from  the  said  facts  the  said  justice  held 
and  determined  that  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  were  not 
paid  and  satisfied,  but  that  said  mortgage  was  still  a  valid 
and  subsisting  lien  on  the  premises  for  the  amount  so  found 
due ;  and  in  pursuance  of  the  consent  in  the  plaintiffi'  com- 
plaint, ordered  judgment  against  him  for  said  sum  of 
$1,040.39  with  costs  of  the  action,  and  that  upon  payment 
thereof  the  said  bond  and  mortgage  should  be  canceled. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  called  as  a  witness, 
Christopher  Eldredge,  one  of  the  persons  who  executed  the 
bond  and  mortgage  in  question,  and  upon  his  cross-examina- 
tion by  the  defendants'  counsel,  a  letter  purporting  to  have 
been  written  by  witness  to  trustees,  dated  Sept.  30th,  1834, 
was  submitted  and  identified.  Witness  says,  ^^  I  wrote  the 
letter ;  I  don't  remember  seeing  the  statement  of  Aug.  20, 
1834;  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  I  did  what  I  said  in  the 
letter  I  did ;  I  presume  I  did  so ;  I  have  no  recollection  of  it 
aside  from  the  letter."  Plaintiff's  counsel  objected  to  the 
letter  of  witness  to  Miller  as  a  memorandum  or  otherwise, 
witness  saying  he  has  no  memory  of  it  whatever,  but  what 
the  letter  says.  Bcceived  under  objection  and  exception 
taken,  and  letter  read  under  objection. 
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"  BiNGHAMTON,  Sept.  30^,  1834. 
"  William  Millee,  Esq. : 

^^  Bea/r  Si/r  —  Yours  of  the  20th  ult,  with  my  bond  and 
mortgage,  and  power  of  attorney,  etc.,  was  duly  received, 
and  I  will  now  attempt  to  make  an  apology  for  my  seeming 
negligence  in  answering  it.  At  the  time  I  received  the  pack- 
age. Col.  Lewis  and  Mr.  V.  Whitney  were  both  absent,  and  I 
expected  them  soon,  they  however  did  not  arrive  here  till  last 
week ;  I  immediately  called  on  them  and  showed  them  the 
statement  of  interest,  and  told  them  that  payment  must  be 
made  without  delay, —  and  that  the  trustees  knew  nobody 
else  to  look  to  for  payment  but  myself  and  Mr.  Collier ;  and 
therefore,  Mr.  Collier  and  myself  were  placed  in  an  unpleas- 
ant situation,  and  that  it  was  entirely  owing  to  your  unlocked 
for  indulgence,  that  we  had  not  been  prosecuted.  These  gen- 
tlemen have  given  me  the  strongest  assurances  that  they  will 
immediately  make  provision  for  the  payment  of  at  least  the 
interest.  I  will  do  myself  the  honor  of  making  a  further 
communication  to  you  soon,  if  Messrs.  Lewis  and  Whitney 
do  not  make  immediate  payment  of  at  least  the  interest. 
"  Tour  obedient  servant, 

"CHRISTOPHEE  ELDEEDGE." 

"  I  don't  remember  receiving  a  letter  from  Miller  to  which 
I  wrote  the  answer."  A  letter  of  Miller  to  Eldredge  and 
Collier  offered  by  the  defendants'  counsel  and  objected  to  by 
the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  but  admitted  and  read  under  objection 
and  exceptions. 

"Philadelphia,  Augv^t  20, 1834. 
"  Chbistophbb  Eldeedge  &  JoHK  A.  CoLLiEB,  Esqs. : 

^^  Gentlemen  —  I  have  the  pleasure  of  annexing  a  statement 
of  your  bond  account,  as  it  appears  on  the  books  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  estate  of  the  late  W.  Bingham,  Esq. — ^balance  of 
principal  and  interest  on  1st  June  last,  $6,297  31-100,  for 
which  we  will  thank  you  to  provide  pajanent.  You  will  per- 
ceive that  we  are  heavy  sufferers  by  the  delay  whicli  has 
taken  place  in  the  interest.  If  that  is  cleared  off  forthwith, 
we  are  content  to  wait  a  convenient  time  for  the  principal, 
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it  being  tmderstood  that  the  payment  of  interest  shall  be 
punctually  attended  to. 

"  Tour  obedient  servant, 
(Signed)  "  WM.  MILLER, 

for  the  trustees,  estate  of  W.  B." 

Chbibtofhes  Eldbedge  and  John  A.  Collieb,  Esq'rs, 

De. 
For  the  am't  of  their  bond  payable  in  5  years  from 

1st  June,  1826,  with  interest  payable  annuaUy,  $4,664  66 
The    following    payments    heiug    on  account  of 
interest : 

One  year  to  Ist  June,  1827, $826  63 

«  "  1828, 326  63 

"  "  1829, 326  53 

For  interest  in  arrears,  to  wit : 

Due  1st  June,  1830, 326  63 

"        "     1831, 326  63 

"        "    1832, 326  53 

"        "    1833, 326  53 

"        "     1834, 326  63 

1,632  65 

fial.  principal  and  interest  due  1st  June,  1834,. » .  .$6,297  31 
Six  thousand  two  hundred  and  ninety-seven  dollars  and 

thirty-one  cents. 

[Letter  from  witness  to  Wm.  Miller,   trustee,   received 

under  objection  and  exception.] 

"  BiNGHAMfON,  February  7, 1838. 
^'William  Miller,  Esq.,  trustee  of  the  estate  of  the  late 

Wm.  Bingham,  deceased : 

^'  Dea/r  Sir  —  On  the  4th  of  August  last  I  inclosed  in  & 
letter  to  you,  the  now  inclosed  draft  and  certificate  of  deposit, 
amounting  together  to  $760,  as  payment  on  account  of  inter* 
est  due  on  a  bond  against  myself  and  John  A.  Collier,  Esq., 
to  the  trustees,  which  bond  Col.  Hazard  Lewis  became  obli- 
gated to  pay.  Col.  Lewis  regrets  that  it  is  not  in  his  power 
at  this  time  to  forward  to  you  at  least  the  whole  amount  of 
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the  interest  due  on  the  bond,  and  desires  me  to  say  to  you 
that  he  is  not  unmindful  of  the  importance  of  immediately 
paying  at  least  all  the  interest,  and  that  the  balance  shall  be 
paid  in  May  or  1st  June  next  and  as  much  of  the  principal  as 
possible.  I  have  no  doubt  he  will  perform  what  he  states. 
The  letter  of  the  4:th  of  August  last,  found  its  way  to  the 
general  post-office  at  Washington,  where  it  lay  till  the  26th  of 
January,  and  was  then  sent  to  the  postmaster  of  this  village. 
I  will  thank  you  to  indorse  the  amount  upon  the  bond  and 
advise  me  or  Col.  Lewis  of  the  receipt  of  it. 
"  Truly,  your  obedient  servt, 

"OHRIS'E  ELDREDGE.*' 

Jas.  Hunt,  Cash.  Manu.  and  Mech.  Bk.,  6th  July,  1837—400 

dls — order  of  Hazard  Lewis,  Esq., —  0.  Murdock,  Cash. 

Binghamton,  Broome  Co.  Bk.,  4th  Aug., '  37,  or  Cash. 

Mech.  and  Farmers'  Bk.,  Albany,  to  order  ch.  C.  Eldredge, 

Esq.— 860. 

The  above  letter  received  under  objection  and  exception. 

I  wrote  it  but  don't  remember  anything  about  it. 

Question  by  defendants'  counsel :  Would  you  have  writteu 
the  letter  if  it  had  not  been  true  } 

The  plainti£b'  counsel  objected  to  the  question. 

Overruled,  and  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  excepted.         ^ 

Ans.  I  presume  that  what  I  wrote  was  true,  as  I  under- 
stood it. 

Ques.  Have  you  any  doubts  it  being  true  t 

The  plaintiffs  objected. 

Overruled;  plaintiffs  except. 

Ans.  I  cannot  say  that  I  have. 

Letter  offered  in  evidence  by  defendants.  The  plain- 
tiffs' counsel  objected  in  due  time  to  the  letter  dated  Feb- 
ruary 7, 1838,  but  it  was  admitted  and  read  under  objection. 
The  plaintiflfe'  counsel  further  objected  that  the  letter 
states  an  alleged  conversation  with  Lewis  —  what  it  is  pre- 
tended Lewis  told  him  —  but  the  entire  letter  was  admitted 
under  objection.  Witness  says :  I  have  looked  once  for  let- 
ters from  the  trustees  of  the  Bingham  estate,  and  found 
45 
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none ;  there  was  a  difficulty  about  a  bridge  here  when  there 
was  an  unfriendly  feeling  between  Gen.  Whitney  and  me. 

The  plaintiffs'  counsel  tiled  and  served  exceptions  to  nearly 
every  conclusion  of  fact,  separately,  and  also  for  the  omission 
to  find  various  other  facts  which  it  was  claimed  ought  to  have 
been  found  from  the  evidence,  and  also  to  the  several  conclu- 
sions of  law,  separately,  and  especially  to  the  allowance  of 
seven  per  cent  interest  on  the  bond  and  mortgage  instead  of 
six  per  cent  allowed  by  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania.  The 
plaintiffs  appealed  from  the  judgment,  to  the  General  Term 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  same  was  affirmed,  and 
from  that  judgment  appealed  to  this  court. 

D.  8.  Dickinsorij  for  the  plaintiflfe. 

Sbichkiss  cfe  Seymour^  for  the  defendants. 

Johnson,  J.  Upon  the  facts  established  by  the  findings  of 
the  court,  it  is  impossible  for  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this 
action.  It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  here  that  this  court  will 
not  review  the  case  upon  the  exceptions  to  findings  of  fact, 
or  the  omission  to  find  other  facts  not  found.  This  has  been 
so  ofren  and  so  uniformly  asserted  as  the  rule,  that  the  occar 
sion  for  re-asserting  it  ought  no  longer  to  be  permitted  and 
pass^  upon  by  ug» 

The  $326  claimed  to  have  been  paid  upon  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  were  never  received  either  by  the  defendants  per- 
sonally, or  by  their  agent,  Joshua  Whitney.  The  bond  and 
mortgage  were  never  in  the  possession  of  the  agent,  but  were 
always  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  who  received  person- 
ally, or  at  their  office  in  Philadelphia,  all  the  moneys  ever 
paid  thereon. 

There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  fact  that  the  amount  in  ques- 
tion was  paid  by  Case,  then  a  part  owner  of  the  premises, 
to  his  co-tenant  Virgil  Whitney,  for  the  purpose  of  having  it 
applied  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage,  nor  that  it  was  received 
by  Virgil  Whitney  to  be  so  applied.  But  the  application 
never  having  been  in  fact  made,  nor  the  money  handed  over, 
by  Virgil,  either  to  Joshua  Whitney  the  agent,  or  to  the 
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dcfendanlB,  the  question  is  whether  the  law  will  make  tlie 
application.  It  is  quite  clear  that  this  money,  while  it 
remained  in  the  hands  of  Virgil  Whitney  could  be  no  pay- 
ment, unless  he  was  authorized  by  the  defendants  to  receive 
the  same  for  them  on  that  account,  or  they  have  in  some  way 
agreed  to  apply  it  since  it  was  so  received.  The  fact  is  dis- 
tinctly found  that  Virgil  was  never  authorized  by  the 
defendants  to  receive  any  money  for  them  as  their  agent ; 
and  Joshua  Whitney  has  only  agreed  that  the  amount  so 
paid  should  be  applied.  It  is  quite  certain,  therefore,  that 
the  mere  payment  of  the  money  to  Virgil  Whitney  was  in 
law  no  payment  or  satisfaction  of  the  debt  for  that  amount. 

In  respect  to  the  promise  of  Joshua  Whitney  that  this 
amount  thus  in  the  hands  of  Virgil  he  would  assume  and 
allow  as  a  good  and  valid  payment  to  the  defendants,  the  fact 
is  established  that  he  did  make  such  promise,  but  the  further 
fact  is  also  found  that  he  had  no  authority  from  the  defend- 
ants to  make  any  such  promise  on  their  behalf,  and  that  he 
never  did  allow  it,  or  account  to  the  defendants  for  the 
money,  or  any  part  thereof.  The  promise  was  but  the  indi- 
vidual promise  of  Joshua  Whitney,  and  in  no  respect  the 
promise  of  the  defendants,  nor  binding  upon  them. 

The  position  assumed  and  urged  with  so  much  earnestness 
and  apparent  confidence  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  that  the 
payment  of  this  $326  to  Virgil  Whitney  was,  upon  the  facts 
found,  in  legal  effect  a  payment  to  Joshua  Whitney,  the 
agent,  and  so  a  payment  to  the  defendants  cannot  be  main- 
tained. The  finding  in  this  respect  is,  that  Virgil,  for  the 
period  of  about  nine  years,  acted  from  time  to  time  as  a  clerk 
or  servant  of  Joshua,  his  father,  who  was  the  agent,  in  cor- 
respondence, drawing  contracts,  deeds,  bonds  and  mortgages, 
and  receiving  money  for  the  defendants,  but  was  never  an 
agent,  clerk,  or  servant  of  the  defendants,  and  never  acted 
as  such.  As  to  the  defendants,  therefore,  Virgil  Whitney 
was  a  mere  stranger,  and  they  were  no  more  bound  by  pay- 
ments to  him  than  by  payments  to  any  other  person.  He 
acted  from  time  to  time,  not  uniformily  or  constantly,  as  the 
clerk  or  servant  of  the  agent.    He  was  the  clerk,  or  servant, 
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or  agent  of  the  agent,  but  not  of  the  principals.  The  prin- 
cipal is  bound  by  the  authorized  acts  of  his  agent.  Such 
acts  are  his  acts,  and  it  is  upon  that  principle  alone  that  he 
is  bound.  But  when  the  agent  undertakes  to  act  or  do  his 
business  by  or  through  another,  the  acts  of  such  other  are  not 
the  acts  of  the  principal,  unless  the  agent  had  authority  to 
employ  or  appoint  others.  Acts  merely  mechanical  an  agent 
may  employ  others  to  perform,  having  first  determined  that 
such  acts  are  necessary  or  proper  to  be  performed.  But  not 
so  with  acts  involving  the  exercise  of  a  discretion,  or  any- 
thing of  the  character  of  a  trust  which  is  in  its  nature  per- 
sonal to  an  agent.  In  such  cases  the  agent  has  no  right  to 
turn  the  principal  over  to  another  of  whom  he  knows  noth- 
ing. (2  Kent's  Com.,  633 ;  Com.  Bamk  of  Lake  Erie  v.  Norton^ 
1  Hill,  601.)  The  maxim  is,  ddegatua  rum  potest  delegare. 
The  authority  to  an  agent  from  a  principal  to  receive  money 
is  most  clearly  a  personal  trust  and  confidence  which  cannot 
be  delegated  without  certain  and  plain  authority.  It  does 
not  help  the  plaintiffs'  case  that  Virgil  Whitney  sometimes 
t#ok  money  from  the  settlers  or  purchasers  as  their  agent,  to 
carry  and  pay  to  the  defendants  at  Philadelphia.  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  this  money  paid  to  Virgil,  which  never 
came  to  the  defendants'  hands  nor  to  the  hands  of  their 
authorized  agent,  was  not  in  law  a  payment  upon  the  bond 
and  mortgage.  The  promise  of  Joshua  Whitney  that  he 
would  assume  the  payment  to  Virgil  and  allow  it,  does  not 
estop  the  defendants  from  insisting  that  the  payment  was 
never  made.  Granting  even  that  the  plaintiffs'  testator 
purchased  in  consequence  of  that  promise,  which  does  not 
appear,  it  would  not  so  operate.  He  could  not  estop  his 
principals  from  insisting  upon  what  was  true  by  any  act  or 
promise  outside  of  his  authority. 

Interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  was  properly  allowed. 
The  lands  were  situated  in  Broome  county  in  this  State,  and 
the  securities  were  there  executed.  There  is  nothing  to  indi- 
cate that  a  rate  of  interest  different  from  that  allowed  by 
the  laws  of  this  State  was  intended  by  the  parties.  In  such 
a  case  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made  gov- 
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erne  as  to  the  rate  of  interest.  (3  Kent's  Oom.,  460,  8d  ed. ; 
Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  §396.)  There  is  no  question  of 
any  usurious  intent  in  the  case  to  affect  the  application  of 
this  general  rule.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  case  where 
these  securities  were  made  payable.  It  is  plain,  however, 
that  they  were  New  York  and  not  Pennsylvania  contracts. 

The  only  remaining  question  on  the  case  is  whether  the 
letters  of  Eldredge  to  Miller  of  the  80th  September,  1834, 
and  of  the  7th  February,  1838,  and  the  letter  and  statement 
of  the  amount  due  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage,  of  August 
20th,  1834,  to  Eldredge  and  Collier,  were  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, against  the  plaintiflb'  objections.  Collier  and  Eldredge 
were  the  obligors  «nd  mortgagors,  and  were  seized  in  fee  of 
the  pTemisee.  The  plaintiff  Lewis  derived  title  immediately 
from  them,  and  of  course  claimed  under  or  through  them, 
subject  to  this  mortgage  debt.  The  land  in  his  hands  was 
Umnd  for  whatever  amount  remained  due  and  unpaid  on  the 
bond  and  mortgage.  The  question  at  issue,  to  be  tried,  was, 
whether  the  debt  had  been  paid.  The  plaintiff  affirmed  that 
it  had  been;  and'  die  Imrden  of  proving  the  fact,  rested 
upon  him.  These  letters  and  statements  were  a  part  of  the 
defendants'  evidence  to  show  that  the  payment  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff  to  have  been  made  had  never  been  made.  There 
was  no  question  between  the  parties  as  to  any  thing,  except 
this  item  of  $326.  Had  these  letters  been  offered  as  the  mere 
declarations  or  statements  of  Eldredge,  independently  of  his 
oral  evidence,  and  as  a  substitute  for  it,  they  would,  I  am 
inclined  to  think,  have  been  inadnaissible  as  evidence,  as  being 
the  declaration  of  a  former  owner  of  the  land  and  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  value  subject  to 
the  indebtedness.  But  they  were  not  so  offered  or  received. 
They  were  produced  and  identified  by  the  witness  Eldredge 
on  his  cross-examination.  He  had  forgotten  the  facts  therein 
stated,  but  was  able  to  say  in  substance  that  the  contents  of 
the  letters  were  undoubtedly  true  at  the  time  they  were 
written,  although  he  was  then  unable  to  remember  them. 
Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to  me  these  papers  were 
admissible  as  auxiliary  to  the  testimony  of  Eldredgje,  and 
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as  memorandums  made  by  him,  of  a  then  existing  state  of 
facts,  within  the  cases  of  HaZaey  v.  J^nsebcmgh  (15  N.  Y., 
485) ;  Busael  v.  Hvdson  Ewer  R.  R.  Co.  (17  id.,  136) ; 
Oray  v.  Mead  (22  id.,  462).  But  in  any  event  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  the  admission  of  these  papers  could  have  worked 
any  possible  injury  to  the  plaintiflEl  There  was  no  dispute 
that  the  amount  claimed  as  a  payment  was  paid  to  Yirgil 
Whitney,  and  unless  it  was  paid  over  by  him  to  the  defend- 
ants or  their  agents,  it  could  not  operate  as  a  payment. 
Aside  from  that  amount  in  the  hands  of  Virgil  Whitney 
there  was  no  pretense  that  the  debt  had  been  paid.  The 
plaintiff  was  able  to  show  this  money  paid  to  Virgil,  but 
nothing  farther.  He  did  not,  therefore^  make  out  any  case, 
even  prima  facie,  and  the  defendants  wore  clearly  entitled 
to  judgment,  irrespective  wholly  of  the  evidence  furnished 
by  these  letters.  They  do  not  affect  the  question  of  the 
authority  of  Virgil  Whitney  to  receive  the  money  for 
the  defendants  in  any  way,  and  clearly  were  not  introduced 
or  used  for  that  purpose.  I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore, 
that  the  judgment  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  affirmed* 
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Elizabeth  Bubton  v,  Cecelia  Bueton  et  aZ.,  Executors  of 
William  E.  Burton,  deceased. 

The  alien  widow  of  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  although  she 
never  resided  within  the  United  States,  during  the  lifetime  of  her  husband, 
is  entitled  to  dower  in  his  real  estate. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  New  York  Common  Pleas 
by  the  plaintiflF,  to  recover  her  dower  in  certain  lands  lying 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  of  which  her  husband,  William  E. 
Burton,  died  siezed. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff,  beiug  a 
free  white  woman,  was  married  to  Burton  in  England,  on 
the  10th  April,  1823,  and  that  such  marriage  has  never  been 
annulled.  That  Burton  died  in  the  city  of  New  York  on  the 
10th  February,  1860,  siezed  aiid  in  possession  of  certain  prem- 
ises lying  and  being  in  said  city,  described  in  the  complaint. 
That  said  Burton  left  a  last  will  and  testament  which  has 
been  duly  proved  before  the  surrogate  of  said  city,  wherein 
and  whereby  he  divised  the  said  premises  to  the  defendants, 
Cecelia  Burton  and  John  J.  Cram,  in  fee,  which  persons  he 
appointed  exectuors  of  his  said  will.  That  the  plaintiff  has 
duly  demanded  her  dower  in  the  said  premises,  and  that  the 
same  be  admeasured  to  her;  but  the  defendants  deny  her 
marriage  to  Burton,  and  refuse  to  set  off  her  dower.  Where- 
fore she  demands  judgment  for  her  dower,  and  that  the  same 
may  be  set  off  to  her,  and  also  for  $1,000  damages  by  reason 
of  withholding  the  same. 

The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  by  way  of  defense,  allege, 
first,  that  plaintiff  was  never  lawfully  married  to  said  Burton ; 
second,  that  the  plaintiff  was  bom  in  Great  Britain,  and  has 
ever  since  resided  there,  and  until  within  the  year  preceding 
has  not  been  in  the  United  States  during  the  lifetime  of 
said  Burton.  That  she  was  an  alien  and  not  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States;  that  said  Burton  was  also  bom  in  Great 
Britain,  and  came  to  this  country  and  was  naturalized ;  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  marriage  with  the  plaintiff,  he  was  an 
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alien  and  resided  within  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain. 
After  Buch  pretended  marriage  he  came  to  Pennsylvania, 
where  he  was  naturalized  on  the  8th  October,  1840.  There- 
after, and  in  1848,  he  removed  to  the  city  of  New  York, 
where  he  resided  until  his  death,  and  acquired  the  property 
described  in  the  complaint,  on  the  4th  October,  1851. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  second  defense,  because  the 
matters  therein  stated  do  not  constitute  a  counter  claim  or 
defense  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  complaint. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  before  Judge  Daly,  and  it  was 
by  him  overruled  and  judgment  thereon  ordered  for  the  defend- 
ants, with  costs.  The  plaintiff  appealed  from  the  said  judg- 
ment to  the  General  Term  of  said  court  of  Common  Pleas, 
and  that  court  afl^med  the  same,  with  costs.  From  that 
judgment  the  plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court. 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
by  virtue  of  an  act  of  congress  passed  in  1855,  being  chapter 
71  of  the  laws  of  that  year,  entitled,  "  An  act  to  secure  the 
right  of  citizenship  to  children  of  citizens  of  .the  United 
States  bom  out  of  the  limits  thereof."  The  second  section  of 
said  chapter  is  in  these  \^ords :  "  And  be  it  further  enacted, 
that  any  woman  who  might  Imofully  be  nai/wralized  vmdefr 
eodsUng  laws,  married,  or  who  shall  be  married  to  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a 
citizen." 

C.  0^  Conor y  for  the  appellant. 

JTi  A.  Cram,  for  the  respondent. 

MuLLiN,  J.  An  alien  widow  of  a  native  bom  or  natural- 
ized citizen,  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  her 
husband  at  the  common  law.  (Co.  litt.,  31 ;  2  BL  Com., 
131 ;  4  Kent's  Com.,  36).  This  general  rule  has  been  some- 
what modified  in  this  State.  By  section  1,  of  chapter  49, 
of  the  laws  of  1802,  it  was  provided  that  all  purchases  of 
lands  made  or  to  be  made  by  any  alien  who  has  come  to  this 
State  and  becomes  an  inhabitant  thereof  shall  be  deemed 
valid  to  vest  the  estate  to  them  granted,  and  it  was  declared 
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lawftil  for  such  alien  to  have  and  hold  the  same,  to  hia  heirs 
or  assigns  forever,  and  to  dispose  of  the  same,  provided  that 
any  purchase  thereafter  made  should  not  exceed  one  thousand 
acres.  The  Supreme  Court  held,  in  SutUff  v.  Forgwy  (1 
Cowen  89),  that  under  this  statute  the  widows  of  aliens  enti- 
tled by  the  act  of  1802,  and  the  acts  extending  the  same,  to 
hold  real  estate,  are  dowable.  The  judgment  in  this  case 
was  affirmed  by  the  Oourt  for  the  Correction  of  Errors,  in  5 
Cowen,  T13. 

The  Bevised  Statutes  embody  both  the  foregoing  sections 
of  the  act  of  1802,  and  the  construction  given  tfaeroto  in  sec- 
tion 2,  of  title  3,  article  1,  chapter  1,  part  2,  which  section  is 
in  these  words : 

§  2.  The  widow  of  any  alien  who  at  the  time  of  his  death 
shall  be  entitled  by  law  to  hold  any  real  estate,  if  she  be  an 
inhabitant  of  this  State  at  the  time  of  such  death,  shall  be 
entitled  to  dower  of  such  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
such  alien  had  been  a  native  citizen. 

It  was  declared  by  section  2  of  chapter  115,  of  the  Laws  of 
1845,  that  the  wife  of  any  alien,  resident  of  this  State,  who 
had  theretofore  taken  by  conveyanbe,  etc.,  any  real  estate, 
and  who  had  died  before  the  passage  of  said  statute,  and 
the  wife  of  any  alien  resident  of  this  State,  who  might  there- 
after take  by  conveyance,  etc.,  any  real  estate  should  be 
entitled  to  dower  therein,  whether  she  was  an  alien  or  a  citi- 
zen, but  dower  could  not  be  claimed  on  lands  conveyed  by 
the  husband  before  the  passage  of  said  act.  By  the  third 
section  of  the  same  chapter  it  was  provided,  that  amy  woman 
hemg  cm  alien  who  had  th&retqfore  married  or  might  there- 
after marry  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  entitled  to 
dower  on  the  real  estate  of  her  husband  within  this  State,  as 
if  she  wias  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

These  are  the  only  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  that  an 
alien  widow  is  not  entitled  to  dower  and  none  of  them  aid 
the  plaintiff,  unless  the  section  last  cited  may  be  held  to 
extend  to  her.  The  plaintiff  rests  her  claim  to  a  dower 
interest  in  the  premises  in  question,  on  the  ground  that  she  is 
by  virtue  of  the  act  of  Congress  above  cited,  a  citizen  of  the 
46 
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XJnited  States,  and  it  is  necessary  ta  meet  and  dispose  of 
that  question  in  the  first  instance. 

Is  the  plaintiff  a  citizen  of  the  United  States!  To  bring 
an  alien  woman  within  the  provisions  of  that  act,  she  most 
be  first  capable  of  being  natoralized,  and  second,  married  to 
a  citizen  of  the  XJnited  States. 

To  be  capable  of  naturalization  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  in  force  at  the  time  Ae  testator  acquires  the 
lands  in  question,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  the  applicant 
must  be :  First,  a  free  white  person.  Second,  she  must  have 
resided  five  years  within  the  United  States.  Third,  she  must 
be  of  good  moral  character,  attached  to  the  principles  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  well  disposed  to  the 
good  order  and  happiness  of  the  same.  Fourth,  she  must 
renounce  all  titles  or  orders  of  nobility,  if  any  she  has. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  possess  all  these 
qualifications,  except  one,  and  that  is,  she  has  not  been  a 
resident  of  the  United  States  five  years,  nor  for  any  length 
of  time  prior  to  the  death  of  her  husband.  At  the  death  of 
the  husband,  when  her  right  of  dower  became  vested,  if  any 
right  ever  vested  in  her;  she  was  not  a  resident  of  the  United 
States,  and  could  not  at  that  time  or  at  any  time  prior  thereto 
have  been  lawfully  naturalized.  K  a  residence  of  five  years 
was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  citizenship,  residence  for 
some  length  of  time  was  most  obviously  contemplated. 
Without  resid^QLce  she  could  not  be  naturalized,  and  it  is  the 
most  essential  of  aU  the  requirements  for  naturalization,  and 
cannot  be  dispensed  with,  unless  the  intention  to  dispense 
with  it  is  most  clearly  manifested  by  the  legislature. 

It  cannot  require  argument  to  show  how  vitally  essential 
residence  is  to  entitle  a  person  to  become  a  citizen  of  a  coun- 
try to  which  he  does  not  owe  a  natural  allegiance.  The 
legislature  or  other  body  clothed  with  the  power  of  confer- 
ring the  right  of  citizenship  may  dispense  with  it ;  but  it  re- 
quires the  clearest  manifestation  of  such  an  intention  before 
it  can  be  admitted.  The  permanency  and  prosperity  of  a 
country  depend  in  a  great  degree  upon  the  attachment  of  its 
citizens.     To  clothe  aliens  with  the  high  prerogative  of  eiti- 
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zenSj  who  have  never  resided  within  it,  who  know  nothing  of 
its  institutions,  who  have  never  felt  any  of  the  responsibili- 
ties which  a  permanent  resident  of  a  country  must  feel,  would 
be  an  act  of  madness  or  folly  of  which  sane  men  could  not  be 
guilty.  A  law  which  would  thus  break  down  all  the  barriers 
which  in  all  ages  and  all  countries,  barbarous  and  civilized, 
have  been  thrown  around  the  acquisition  of  the  right  of  citi- 
zenship, would  in  a  few  years  utterly  destroy  the  govern- 
ment. Its  institutions  would  be  at  the  mercy  of  foreigners, 
whose  capacity  for  mischief  would  only  be  limited  by  the  ex- 
tent of  the  interests  which  they  might  have  at  stake.  No 
country  can  afford  to  throw  open  the  right  of  citizenship  to 
all  who  may  desire  to  enjoy  it,  without  imposing  on  them  the 
duty  of  residing  within  it.  The  more  careftdly  it  is  guarded, 
and  the  more  difficult  it  is  to  obtain  it,  the  more  highly  will 
it  be  prized ;  and  while  it  is  confined  to  those  only  who  come 
within  its  jurisdiction,  it  will  have  some  security  against  dis- 
order and  revolution. 

It  is  true  that  citizenship  is  conferred  by  acts  of  congress 
on  classes  of  persons  who  may  never  have  been  within  the 
United  States,  and  as  to  whom  it  is  not  made  a  condition 
that  they  shall  ever  become  residents  ;  but  those  provisions 
do  not  manifest  an  intention  to  dispense  with  residence  in 
any  other  cases,  and  particularly  they  do  not  manifest  such 
an  intention  in  the  face  of  a  provision  which  makes  residence 
indispensable.  The  applicant  must  be  capable  of  being  law- 
fally  naturalized.  This  he  or  she  cannot  be  while  a  resident 
and  citizen  of  another  country. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  if  residence  is 
essential  to  entitle  an  alien  woman  to  be  deemed  a  citizen, 
the .  residence  of  her  husband  should  be  deemed  her  resi- 
dence ;  and  as  in  this  case  Burton  was  a  resident  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  the  condition  is  fiiMlled.  It  is  quite  obvious 
that  if  the  plaintiff,  on  her  arrival  in  this  country,  had 
applied  to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  naturalized, 
that  the  residence  of  her  husband  here  for  five  years  before 
his  death  would  not  have  been  received  as  a  compliance  with 
the  act  of    congress.      The  applicant   must  himself  have 
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resided  in  the  coontrj  for  the  required  term,  and  it  cannot  be 
aatifified  by  a  residence  for  the  term  of  any  other  person.  If 
the  residence  of  the  husband  can  satisfy  the  statute,  I  can 
perceive  no  reason  why  the  naturalization  of  the  husband 
should  not,  and,  indeed,  why  it  does  not  ipsofctcto  naturalize 
the  wife,  or  why  the  marriage  of  an  alien  woman  to  a  native* 
bom  citizen  should  not  clothe  her  with  the  rights  of  citizen- 
ship. But  it  is  well  settled  that  an  alien  wife  is  not  made  a 
citizen  by  either.  {SuUiff  v.  Forgay^  sttpra,) 

It  was  held  in  Wioh  v.  Wick  (10  Wend.,  379),  that  the 
widow  of  a  natural  bom  citizen  could  not  be  endowed  by 
reason  of  her  alienism.  The  Court  for  the  Conation  of 
Errors  went  much  further,  and  held,  in  Priest  v.  Oummdnffs 
(20  Wend.,  338),  that  even  the  naturalization  of  the  widow 
after  the  death  of  h^  husband  did  not  relate  back  so  as  to 
entitle  her  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  her  husband,  of  whidi  he 
was  seized  at  the.  time  of  his  death.  (See  also  ComHy  est  al, 
V.  Smith,  21  Wend.  59.) 

In  Kelly  v.  Ha/rridon  (2  Johns.  Gases,  29),  it  was  attempted 
to  sustain  the  alien  widow's  claim  of  dower  upon  the  pre- 
sumption or  intendment  that  the  residence  of  the  husband  . 
was  that  of  the  wife,  but  it  was  not  sanctioned  by  the  court. 
In  that  case  it  appeared  that  both  Kelly  and  his  wife  weare 
born  in  Ireland,  where  they  were  married  in  1760.  In  1760 
EL  came  to  Kew  York,  and  resided  there  during  the  revolu- 
tion and  until  his  death,  in  the  autumn  of  1798,  The  widow 
continued  to  reside  in  Ireland  even  down  to  the  bringing 
of  the  action.  It  was  held  that  as  they  were  both  Brifcish 
subjects,  she  was  entitled  to  dower  in  aU  lands  owned  by  faim 
prior  to  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  but  not  as  to  any 
lands  acquired  by  him  subsequent  thereto.  By  remaining  in 
Ireland  after  the  s^aration  of  the  colonies  fiom  the  mother 
country  she  became  an  alien,  and  therefore  not  dowable  of 
lands  acquired  while  her  alienage  e^ted.  Eadcliff,  J., 
speaking  of  the  intendment  that  the  residence  of  the  husband 
is  that  of  the  wife,  says :  If  the  case  had  been  fnlm^  as  to 
her  continued  residence  abroad  it  might  have  been  presumed 
that  her  condition  followed  that  of  her  husband ;  but  she  is 
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exprefisly  stated  to  be  a  British  subject,  *  *  *  She  had 
it  in  her  power  to  pursue  the  conditioxi  of  her  husband  and 
entitle  herself  to  the  like  claim  (claim  for  dower)  in  his  sub 
sequent  estate.  Not  having  done  this  she  must  be  deemed 
to  have  continued  a  British  subject,  and  ought  from  that 
period  be  reetrioted  to  her  righta  as  such.  Stost,  J.,  in 
Sharhks  v.  Dupant  (3  Peters,  2|8),  speaking  of  the  effect  of 
coverture  upon  the  national  character  of  a  woman,  a  native 
of  South  Carolina,  who,  during  the  revolution,  married  a 
British  officer  and  returned  with  him  to  and  thereafter 
resided  in  England,  says  :  "  The  mcapacities  of  femes  covert 
provided  by  the  common  law  apply  to  the  civil  rights  and  are 
tor  their  protection  and  interest.  But  they  do  not  reach  their 
political  rights  nor  prevent  their  acquiring  or  losing  a  national 
character.  Those  political  rights  do  not  stand  upon  the 
mere  doctrines  of  municipal  law,  applicable  to  ordinary  trans- 
actions, but  stand  upon  the  more  general  principles  of  the 
law  of  nations." 

If  the  plaintiff  could  be  brought  within  the  act  of  congress 
referred  to,  by  being  capable  of  being  naturalized,  I  should 
be  of  the  opinion  that  her  marriage  to  Burton  while  he  was 
an  aUen  would  not  exclude  her  from  the  benefits  of  the 
statute.  This  was  an  enabling  statute,  and  is  to  be  liberaUy 
construed,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  congress. 
At  the  death  of  her  husband,  she  was,  in  the  language  of  the 
act,  married  to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  There  would 
not  seem  to  be  any  si)fficient  reason  for  holding  that  congress 
intended  to  extend  the  right  of  citizenship  to  women  whose 
husbands  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  were  citizens,  and  to 
exclude  those  who  married  husbands  aliens  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage,  but  who  thereafter  became  naturalized.  It 
seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  necessary  in  order  to 
give  to  the  plaintiff  the  benefits  of  the  act  in  question,  that 
Burton  should  have  been  a  citizen  at  the  time  of  her  marriage 
to  him.  But  as  she  was  not  at  any  time  during  the  husband^s 
life  a  resident  of  the  United  States,  I  am  of  the  opinion  she 
did  not  become  entitled  to  be  naturalized,  and  consequently 
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is  not  a  citizen,  and  not  being  a  citizen  cannot  be  endowed 
of  the  lands  in  question  as  snch. 

The  right  to  dower  is  not,  however,  given  or  withheld  by 
act  of  congress,  except  so  far  as  the  right  to  it  may  be  made 
by  State  laws  to  depend  on  the  treaty  or  law-making  powers 
vested  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  in  the  Federal 
government.  The  act  of  Oopgress  to  which  reference  has 
been  made  does  not,  of  itself,  give  to  or  withhold  dower  from 
alien  widows,  but  as  by  the  law  of  this  State  an  alien  widow 
cannot  be  endowed  and  a  citizen  widow  can,  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, by  making  her  a  citizen,  gives  her  a  status  in  which 
the  State  law  clothes  her  with  the  right  which  without  the 
act  of  congress  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  enjoy. 

As  the  right  to  dower  depends  upon  the  State  law,  and  as 
it  is  competent  for  the  State  to  give  the  right  to  alien  as 
well  as  native  bom  or  naturalized  widows,  we  must  go  to  the 
State  statutes  to  ascertain  whether  the  plaintiff,  although  an 
alien,  is  not  entitled  to  dower. 

I  have  already  referred  to  the  only  provision  which  can  be 
said  to  reach  the  plaintiff,  and  as  it  is  very  brief,  I  will  again 
transcribe  it.  It  is  section  3  of  chapter  115,  of  the  Laws  of 
1845,  and  is  in  these  words,  viz. :  "  Any  woman  being  an 
alien  who  has  heretofore  married,  or  who  may  hereafter 
marry  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  entitled  to 
dower  in  the  real  estate  of  her  husband  within  this  State,  as 
if  she  were  a  citizen  of  the  United  Slates." 

The  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  was  an 
ab'en,  and  had  theretofore  married  a  man  who  then  (the  pas- 
sage of  the  act)  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  K  this 
is  the  fair,  reaeonable  construction  of  the  section,  the  plain- 
tiff by  virtue  of  it  is  entitled  to  dower,  she  comes  within  the 
very  letter  as  well  as  within  the  spirit  of  it. 

Two  reasons  are  urged  why  the  plaintiff  cannot  take 
under  the  provision  referred  to.  First,  because  her  husband 
was  not  a  citizen  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  and,  second, 
because  she  was  not  at  any  time  during  the  life  of  her  hus- 
band a  resident  of  this  State. 
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1.  Then  was  it  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  her  to  dower 
under  this  section,  that  her  husband,  at  the  time  of  their  mar- 
riage, should  have  been  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  ? 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  phraseology  of  the  section  of  the 
State  statute  and  of  the  second  section,  act  of  congress  of 
1855,  are  in  this  respect  identical.  The  construction  given 
to  the  act  of  congress  applies  to  the  act  of  1845.  Both  are  to 
be  liberally  construed.  Marriage  to  a  person  who  was  a  citi- 
zen at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  whether  citizen  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage  or  not,  satisfies  both  their  language 
and  spirit.  It  was  the  alien  wives  of  citizens  who  were 
intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  statutes,  and  as  no  reason 
can  be  presumed  why  those  only  should  be  made  citizens  by 
the  one,  or  endowed  by  the  other,  who  had  married  husbands 
who  were  citizens  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  rather  than 
those  who  should  marry  husbands,  aliens  at  the  marriage, 
but  who  thereafter  became  naturalized ;  and  as  the  evident 
intention  was  to  remove  a  disability  from  alien  women  whose 
husbands  were  citizens,  the  construction  should  be  such  as  to 
give  fiill  effect  to  the  beneficent  intention  of  the  legislature. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  mere  act  of  marrying  a  citizen  that 
should  entitle  the  wife  to  a  favor  which  the  woman  who  mar- 
ries an  alien,  afterward  naturalized,  would  not  seem  to  be 
equally  "Entitled.  The  fact  that  the  husband  of  an  alien  is  a 
citizen,  "  attached  (as  he  must  be)  to  the  principles  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  well  disposed  to  the 
good  order  and  happiness  of  the  same,"  furnishes  some  secu- 
rity that  the  wife  will  not  be  hostile  to  its  interest,  or  danger- 
ous to  its  •peace. 

This  security  is  none  the  greater  by  reason  of  the  husband 
being  a  citizen  at  the  instant  of  marriage  rather  than  made 
such  the  next  day,  or  month,  or  year.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  restrict  the  right 
of  dower  to  such  women  as  should  marry  husbands  who  were 
citizens  at  the  time  of  the  marriage.  But  as  we  are  to  arrive 
at  the  intention  of  the  law  makers  from  the  language  of  the 
statute,  construed  in  reference  to  the  evil  to  be  remedied,  or 
the  good  to  be  attained,  and  as  the  language  of  the  act  is 
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satislied,  and  the  end  proposed  best  attained  by  the  constmc- 
tion  which  1  have  felt  constrained  to  give  the  statute,  I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  under  it  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  dower. 

Tlie  liberal  construction  given  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  the 
act  of  1803  in  SutHf  v.  Forgay  {8upra\  whereby  it  held  that 
the  purchase  by  a  husband,  of  land  in  1804,  he  having  been 
naturalized  in  1803,  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  alien  wife, 
and  entitled  her  to  dower  in  the  lands  so  purchased,  should 
be  applied  to  the  statute  of  1845.  The  act  of  1802  under 
which  that  decision  was  made  declared  "  that  all  purchases 
of  land,  made  or  to  be  made,  by  any  alien  who  has  come  to 
this  State  and  become  an  inhabitant  thereof,  shall  be  deemed 
valid,  to  vest  the  estate  to  him  granted,  that  he  might  dispose 
of  and  hold  the  same  to  his  heirs  and  assigns."  By  an  act 
passed  in  1808  all  persons  authorized  by  the  act  of  1802  to 
acquire  real  estate  might  also  take  and  acquire  by  devise  and 
descent.  It  will  be  seen  that  there  is  no  allusion  to 
rights  of  dower  in  either  statute,  yet  the  Supreme  Court  held 
that  as  the  wife  by  the  act  of  1802  was  capable  of  acquiring 
the  title  to  hold  the  purchase  of  the  husband  inured  to 
her  benefit,  so  that  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  she  acquired 
an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  lands  so  purchased  by  him. 
The  same  court  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Priest  v.  Ctiinr 
mvngs  (16  Wend.,  617),  and  the  Court  for  the  Correction  of 
Errors  in  the  same  case  (20  Wend.,  838)  express  doubts  whether 
the  decision  in  the  first  case  was  put  on  the  true  ground,  yet 
they  do  not  question  the  correctness  of  it,  but  on  the  con- 
trary approve  the  liberal  construction  which  the  court  gave 
to  the  statute  whereby  the  widow  was  held  entitled'to  dower. 

2.  Was  residence  in  this  State  essential  in  order  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  dower  ? 

The  act  does  not  in  terms  require  it,  and  I  do  not  think 
the  legislature  intended  to  require  it.  The  absence  of  any 
such  intention  is  demonstrated,  it  seems  to  me,  by  the  other 
provisions  of  the  act.  The  first  section  declares  that  any 
alien  resident  of  this  State  who  had  taken  a  conveyance  of 
real  estate  in  this  State,  before  filing  in  the  office  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  the  deposition  specified  in  section  15,  title 
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1,  chapter  1,  of  the  second  part  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  might 
on  filing  such  deposition,  hold  such  real  estate  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  like  eflSsct  as  if  he  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  By  the  second  section  of  the  same  act,  it  id 
provided  that  the  wife  of  any  alien  resident  of  this  State  who 
had  therefore  taken,  by  conveyance,  any  real  estate,  and 
who  had  died  before  the  passing  of  said  act,  and  the  wife  of 
any  alien  resident  who  might  thereafter  take  by  conveyance, 
etc.,  should  be  entitled  to  dower  therein,  whether  slio  1)C  an 
alien  or  citiEen. 

By  the  fourth  section,  if  any  alien  resident  who  had 
purchased,  or  who  should  thereafter  purchase  i-eal  estate  and 
died,  or  ^should  thereafter  die,  leaving  persons  who  would 
answer  the  description  of  heirs  of  such  persons,  whether  citi 
zens  or  aliens,  were  declared  capable  of  taking  and  holding  as 
his  heirs ;  but  if  any  of  such  persons  were  males  of  ftiU  age,  they 
should  not  hold  such  real  estate  unless  they  are  citizens,  or 
have  filed  the  deposition  required  to  be  filed,  in  order  to  enti- 
tle them,  if  aliens,  to  take  and  hold  real  estate. 

The  fifth  section  provides  that  the  devisee  or  grantee  of 
any  alien  resident,  may  take  and  hold,  whether  a  citizen  or 
alien,  but  if  such  grantee  or  devisee  was  an  alien  and  a 
male  of  full  age,  he  must  make  and  file  the  deposition 
required  to  be  filed  before  he  should  be  enabled  to  take  and 
hold  the  premifies  granted  or  devised. 

By  the  sixth  section  a  resident  alien  was  authorized  to 
grant  or  devise  real  edtate  to  a  resident  alien,  if  such  grantee, 
etc.,  had  failed,  the  deposition  required  by  law,  on  condition 
that  the  resident  male  alien  of  full  age  ^ould  himself  file  a 
deposition.  It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  all  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.  Suffice  it  to  say,  that  in  eight  out  of  the  first 
nine  sections,  where  residenee  by  the  grantee  or  devisee  is 
considered  e^ential  by  the  legislature,  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  right  to  take  and  hold  land,  it  is  so  declared. 
But  the  third  section^  and  in  the  subsequent  sections,  where 
females  are  permitted  to  take  either  as  grantees  or  devisees, 
or  as  dowagers,  residence  is  not  made  a  condition,  it  being 
made  necessary  only  as  to  males  of  full  age.    By  making 
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residence  a  condition  as  to  one  cla^s  of  persons,  and  omitting 
to  require  it  as  to  another  class,  conclusive  evidence  is  furn- 
ished that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  require  it  of  such 
other. 

It  is  urged  by  the  defendants'  counsel  that  to  give  the 
widow  dower  in  the  lands  of  her  husband  would  be  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares 
that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law.  I  do  not  perceive  that  the  diffi- 
culty suggested  by  the  counsel  can  arise.  If  I  am  right  in 
holding  that  the  widow  takes  not  under  the  act  of  congress, 
but  under  the  State  law  of  1845,  then  the  right  to  dower 
attached  the  instant  the  husband  purchased  the  land,  pre- 
cisely as  it  would  have  done  had  she  been  at  that  time  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States.  Unless,  therefore,  all"  laws  giving 
dower  to  alien  widows  in  the  lands  of  husbands  are  unconsti- 
tutional, there  is  no  reason  for  holding  the  act  of  1845  to 
be  so. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas 
should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff, 
overruling  the  demurrer,  with  costs. 

Ingbaham,  J.  1st  The  plaintiff  was  not  a  citizen  when 
she  was  married. 

2d.  The  defendant  was  not  a  citizen  when  lie  came  to  this 
country. 

3d.  The  plaintiff  never  came  to  this  country  during  the 
life  of  the  wife. 

4th.  The  plaintiff  could  not  have  been  naturalized  when 
the  husband  was. 

6th.  At  no  time  during  the  life  of  the  husband  could  the 
plaintiff  have  been  made  a  citizen. 

6th.  The  act  of  1845  does  not  confer  any  rights  of  citizen- 
ship on  the  plaintiff. 

7th.  The  act  of  1855  does  not  apply  to  her  because  she 
could  not  have  been  made  a  citizen  at  any  time  during  the 
life  of  the  husband. 
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8th.  The  right  of  the  husband  to  property  purchased  before 
the  wife  became  a  citizen,  cannot  be  impaired  by  any  sub- 
sequent legislation  of  Congress. 

9th.  Any  such  act  does  not  act  retrospectively  in  the  words 
"  (jan  be  construed  by  prospective  action." 

Judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Wkioht,  J.  The  action  was  for  the  admeasurement  of 
dower  on  lands  whereof  the  defendants'  testator  died  seized. 
There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  second  defense  set  up  in  the 
answer;  and  assuming  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  which  are  not  put  in  issue  by  the  second 
defense,  and  also  assuming  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of 
the  second  defense,  the  case  is  this :  William  E.  Burton,  the 
decedent,  and  the  plaintiff,  were  both  natives  of  England, 
and  by  birth  British  subjects.  They  were  married  on  the 
10th  April,  1823,  in  England,  where  they  both  then  resided. 
Burton  became  thereafter  a  resident  of  Pennsylvania,  and 
became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  by  naturalization  on 
the  8th  October,  1840.  He  removed  to  this  State  in  1848, 
and  thenceforth  resided  therein  until  the  10th  February, 
1860,  the  day  of  his  death.  He  acquired  the  property  in 
question  on  the  4tli  October  1851.  The  plaintiff  is  a  free 
white  woman.  She  always  resided  in  England  until  a  year 
prior  to  the  action,  and  never  was  in  the  United  States  dur- 
ing Burton's  lifetime. 

Tlie  only  qliestion  is,  is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  dower  in 
the  lands  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  ?  At  common  law  an 
alien  woman  was  not  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  the  land  of 
her  husband,  whether  he  was  a  citizen  or  not.  (Jenk.  Cent., 
p.  3,  case  2  ;  4  Kent  Com.,  36 ;  Kdh/  v.  Harrison^  2  Johns. 
Cases,  29.)  But  the  rule  has  been  somewhat  changed  in  this 
State  by  statute.  (Laws  of  1845,  chap.  115,  §§  2,  3.)  The 
change  wrought,  however,  I  think  will  not  embrace  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff  if  she  be  an  alien.  The  statute  provides 
that  "  any  woman,  being  an  alien,  who  has  heretofore  mar- 
ried, or  who  may  hereafter  marry  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  entitled  to  dower  on  the  real  estate  of  her 
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husband,  within  this  State,  as  if  s^e  was  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States."  (§  3.)  The  woman  must  before  or  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  in  1846,  have  married  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  At  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  marriage  to  Bur- 
ton, in  1823,  he  Was  ati  alien.  The  evident  intention  was  to 
provide  for  cases  of  citizens  who  had  married  alien  wives 
either  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the  law;  and  whether 
the  case  of  the  widow  of  an  alien  naturalized  aft;er  their 
marriage,  was  omitted  by  accident  or  design,  it  is  not  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute.  Until  the  legislature  interfere, 
such  case  must  be  governed  by  the  common  law.  {Greer  v. 
Sa/nkston,  26  How.  Pr.,  473.) 

But  was  the  plaintiff  an  alien  or  a  citizen  ?  If  the  latter, 
she  had  a  right  to  be  endowed  of  the  estate  of  which  her  hus- 
band was  seized  during  the  coverture,  except  so  much  thereof 
as  he  had  aliened  previously  to  her  personal  disability  to  take 
dower  by  reason  of  her  alienism,  being  removed.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  act  of  Congress  passed  February  10th, 
1855  (10  Stat,  at  Large,  chap.  71),  made  her  a  citizen  from 
and  after  its  passage;  and  I  confess  that  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  such  is  its  true  construction.  There  seems 
no  room  for  a  different  interpretation.  That  part  of  the 
act  affecting  the  case,  and  which-  is  in  a  distinct  section,  is 
in  these  words :  "  Any  Woman  that  might  lawftilly  be  natu- 
ralized undier  the  existing  laws,  married,  or  who  shall  be  mar- 
ried to  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  a  citizen."  (§  2.)  The  provision  is  nearly  a  tran- 
script of  the  16th  section  of  the  act  of  7  and  8  Victoria, 
chap.  66, 1844,  which  declared  '^  that  any  woman  married,  or 
who  shall  be  married,  to  a  natural  bom  subject  or  person  natu- 
ralizisd,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  herself  naturalized, 
land  have  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a  natural  bom  sub- 
ject." Both  statutes  describe  a  condition  or  sta/tus  of  the 
"  woman  "  existing  at  the  moment  they  were  passed.  The 
Words  refer  merely  to  the  marriage  condition.  In  Regina  v. 
Mommmg  (2  Carr.  and  Kir.,  886),  in  speaking  of  the  British 
act.  Pollock,  Oh.  B.  said:  "  The  expression  of  the  statute  is 
*  any  woman  married,'  that  is  *  already  married,'  and  in  that 
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case  a  Swiss  womau  who  married  an  Engliehman  wm  denied 
her  jury  de  niediatate  lingwB  on  the  ground  that  this  was 
the  privilege  of  an  alien^  and  the  prigoner  having  by  the  act 
been  made  a  British  subjeot,  with  all  the  incidents  that 
attached  to  tliat  status,  she  was  not  entitled  to  it.''  The  act  of 
congress  declares  that  "  any  woman  married  (that  is,  married 
at  the  passage  of  the  act)  to  a  eitisen  of  the  United  States, 
^hall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  citizen."  The  effect  of 
the  act  was  to  grant  the  privileges  of  citizenship  to  women 
married  to  qitizens  of  the  United  States  without  regard  to 
tlie  fact  whether  the  cerenaony  of  marriage  had  preceded 
the  ceremony  of  naturalization  in  cases  where  the  husband 
was  a  naturalized  citizen,  provided  the  woman  herself 
"might  lawfully  be  naturalized  under  the  then  existing 
lawa."  The  existing  naturalization  act  required  no  more 
than  that  the  person  claiming  its  benefits  should  be  a  "  free 
white  person  "  and  not  an  alien  enemy.  (Act  of  April  14, 
1802,  2  Stat,  at  Large,  163).  Such  a  person  "might  lawfully 
be  naturalized."  The  court  below  held  that  the  intent  and 
object  of  the  act  of  J  855  was  to  grant  the  privilege  of  citizen- 
ship to  an  alien  woman  resident  or  not  married  to  a  person 
who,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  was  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  at  farthest  to  an  alien  woman  residing  in  the 
United  States,  though  married  to  an  alien  abroad  and  who 
came  here  with  him,  or  followed  him  here,  and  in  one  or  the 
other  of  these  ways  identified  herself  with  the  country  of 
his  adoption.  This  conclusion  was  reached,  not  from  looking 
at  the  act  itself,  but  by  traveling  out  of  it.  The  court,  after 
learnedly  considering  previous  incomplete  legislation  of  con- 
gress on  the  subject  of  the  citizenship  of  children  of  American 
citizens  born  in  a  foreign  country,  jump  at  the  oonclusion  that 
the  legislative  intent  was  to  make  citizens  of  those  alien  wives 
whose  husbands  were  citizens  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
and  not  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  or  at  most 
those  wives  of  persons  becoming  citizens  by  naturalization, 
and  who  resided  within  the  United  States.  But,  manifestly, 
where  the  legislature  declares,  in  clear,  precise  and  unambigu- 
ous terms  that  '^  a  woman  married  to  a  citizep  of  the  United 
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States  (whether  native  bom  or  naturalized)  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  a  citizen,"  courts  have  no  right  by  judicial 
construction  to  overrule  the  plain  and  explicit  expresBion  of 
the  legislative  will.  In  Hegina  v.  Momning  {awprd)^  when 
the  case  was  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  it  was  distinctly 
held  that  those  naturalization  acts  are  to  be  construed  liter- 
ally when  they  are  plainly  expressed,  and  are  not  to  be 
restrained  by  exceptions  inferred  or  implied  by  the  judges. 
It  is  not  for  courts  to  say  that  a  distinct  subsequent  enact- 
ment of  this  character  is  unwise  or  impolitic,  and  under 
color  of  interpreting  the  legislative  will  substitute  something 
that  they  deem  wiser  than  what  is  written  in  the  statute  book. 
But  if  this  were  properly  to  be  tolerated,  for  myself  I  could 
conceive  of  no  ground  for  excluding  from  the  benefit  of  the 
act  of  1855,  the  women,  who  at  the  passage  of  the  act  were 
the  wives  of  naturalized  citizens,  merely  because  the  cere* 
mony  of  marriage  had  preceded  the  ceremony  of  naturali- 
zation. 

By  the  correct  interpretation  of  the  act  of  1855,  then,  I 
think  the  plaintiff  falls  within  that  class  of  persons  to  whom 
the  act  granted  the  privileges  of  citizenship.  It  is  true  that 
from  some  cause  she  never  actually  resided  in  this  country. 
,But  the  act  does  not  require  that  the  woman  claiming  its 
benefits  shall  have  resided  within  the  United  States,  and,  if  it 
did,  the  residence  of  the  plaintiff,  was,  by  construction  of  law, 
the  same  as  that  of  her  husband.  (Story's  Conflict  of  Laws, 
i  46 ;  Warrmder  v.  Wa/rrender,  9  Bligh.,  103,  104.)  It  is 
said,  furthermore,  that  she  did  not,  by  residence,  or  in  any 
other  way,  assume  the  allegiance  of  the  United  States,  oi* 
give  her  assent  to  the  citizenship  conferred  by  the  act.  ThL?, 
however,  was  not  necessary  to  entitle  her  to  claim  its  bene- 
fits. The  privileges  of  citizenship  have  often  been  granted 
to  whole  classes  of  persons,  without  requiring  any  act  of 
assent  on  their  part,  or  subjecting  them  to  the  duties  of  alle- 
giance, or  exposing  them  to  the  penal  consequences  of  treason 
in  case  they  should  commit  acts  of  hostility  against  the  gov- 
ernment making  the  grant.  The  act  of  7  and  8Victoii:t, 
before  alluded  to,  is  a  notable  example.  (1  Ohitty's  Black- 
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Btoue,  ^66,  note  1 ;  Liidlum  v.  Ludlum^  26  K  Y.,  376-378  ; 
Fitch  V.  Weiler^  6  Harr.,  63,  64.) 

The  point  was  raised  and  pressed  with  much  earnestness 
by  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  claim  dower  on  the  land  described  in  the  complaint, 
it  having  been  purchased  by  Burton  in  1851,  and  an 
absolute  unincumbered  title  having  been  vested  in  him  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  making  his  wife  a  citizen.  The 
objection  in  substance  is,  that  a  naturalized  wife  is  not  enti- 
tled to  claim  dower  in  lands  of  her  husband,  acquired  previ- 
ously to  her  naturalization.  The  ground  of  the  objection  is 
a  want  of  power  in  congress  to  pass  any  law,  the  effect  of 
which  is  to  take  away  or  impair  vested  rights  of  property  in 
the  husband.  Burton,  it  is  said,  was  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
land  in  question  before  his  vrife  was  naturalized,  and  an  act 
of  congress  by  which  property  is  taken  from  one  and  trans- 
ferred to  another,  or  by  which  the  property  of  one  is  taken 
or  destroyed  without  compensation,  even  though  it  is  not 
transferred  to  another,  is  within  the  condemnation  of  that 
provision  of  the  federal  Constitution,  which  declares  that  "  no 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without 
due  process  of  law"  (amendments  to  TJ.  S.  Const,  Art.  6),  and 
that  to  create  a  contingent  right  of  dower,  and  attach  it  to 
land  of  which  he  is  the  absolute  owner,  so  as  to  diminish  its 
vendible  value  and  limit  his  power  of  disposition  in  respect 
to  it,  is  a  taking  of  his  property  in  a  constitutional  sense. 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is,  that  the  act  of  congress 
naturalizing  the  wife,  of  itself  gives  nothing  to  the^wife  or 
takes  anything  from  the  husband  in  the  nature  of  prop- 
erty ;  it  merely  removes  a  personal  disability  of  the  wife  to 
take  dower  by  reason  of  her  alienism ;  and  in  this  Burton  had 
no  vested  right.  A  right  in  the  wife  to  take  dower  was,  at 
all  times,  a  fundamental  feature  in  the  law  and  civilization 
of  the  people  amongst  whom  he  and  the  plaintiff  were  bom 
and  married. 

He  did  not  depart  from  the  sovereignty  of  that  civilization 
when  he  removed  to  this  country  and  became  an  inhabitant 
thereof.  (1  Greenl.  Cruise,  title  6,  chap.  1,  §§  1,  2,  3,  4, 
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5,  6 ;  Park  cm  Dower,  p.  2  and  notes.)  Personal  disa- 
bilities are  imposed  or  removed  by  the  State  as  a  matter  of 
State  policy ;  and  no  third  person  has  either  a  legal  interest 
or  a  right  of  the  nature  of  property  in  their  existence  or  con- 
tinuance. The  effect  of  their  absence  or  presence  on  the  in- 
dividual interests  of  third  persons  is  merely  incidental.  The 
creation  or  preservation  of  such  interests  is  never  an  object 
or  a  duty  of  the  legislature  in  dealing  with  such  disabilities. 
It  is  purely  a  matter  of  public  policy.  A  married  woman 
may  obtain  naturalization  without  the  consent  of  her  hus- 
band {Priest  V.  Owm/m/im/^^  16  Wend.,  626 ;  S.  O.  on  Error, 
20  id.,  345) ;  and  in  virtue  of  her  naturalization  she  at  once 
becomes  entitled  by  act  and  operation  of  law  to  dower  on 
aU  lands  theretofore  acquired  by  him,  and  of  which  he  was 
seized  during  the  coverture,  except  such  as  he  had  previously 
aliened.  In  other  words,  as  against  the  husband,  the  act  of 
naturalization  perfects  her  right  in  respect  to  his  previously 
acquired  lands.  "  When  an  alien  woman,*'  says  Cbuise,  "  is 
created  a  denizen^  she  becomes  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all 
the  lands  whereof  her  husband  was  seized  at  the  time  when 
she  was  created  a  denizen ;  but  not  out  of  any  lands  whereof 
he  was  seized  before,  and  which  he  had  aliened.''  (1  Greenl. 
Cruise,  title  6,  chap  1,  §  30.)  So  if  she  were  naturalized. 
{Priest  V.  CvmrmngSy  16  Wend.,  617.) 

The  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  should  be  reversed, 
and  judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  to  the 
second  defense,  with  directions  that  the  court  below  proceed 
to  try  the  question  of  fact  presented  by  the  first  defense. 

All  concur  with  Wbiqht  exceDt  Davis  and  Hogxboom. 

Judgment  revei^ied. 
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Walter  8.  Bond,  Appellant^  v.  James  S.  WrLLirrT,  Admin- 
istrator, etc..  Respondent. 

Ta  make  a  valid  levy  upon  gioods,  it  is  ^eoewar7  that  thd  property  ahpiild  be 
in  view  and  under  control  of  the  officer ;  that  he  should  assert  such  control 
either  by  removing  the  property,  or  asserting  the  levy,  and  that  some  mem- 
orandum of  the  levy  should  be  made  at  the  time. 

The  leaving  of  the  goods  in  the  possession  of  the  debtor,  although  at  the  risk 
of  the  officer,  doea  not  inyaUdate  the  levy. 

The  plaintiff  appeals  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  tho 
defendant,  who  was  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York.  The  action  was  to  recover  seventeen  pieces  of  silk 
levied  on  by  the  sheriff  under  an  execution,  in  favor  of  F. 
A.  Conkling  against  Kemsen  &  Dingee,  who  were  partners  and 
were  in  possession  of  a  stock  of  goods,  of  which  the  silks  were 
a  portion,  in  their  store  on  Sixth  avenue,  in  New  York. 
Eemsen  &  Dingee  failed  in  business,  and  were  largely 
indebted  to  Bliss,  Briggs  and  Douglass.  They  sold  to  Bliss, 
Briggs  and  Douglass  their  whole  stock  of  goods  for  a  gross 
Burn  agreed  on  between  them.  The  sale  took  plaoe  on  the 
12th  September,  1866.,  About  the  middle  of  September  the 
plaintiff  bought  the  stock  of  goods  from  Bliss,  Briggs  and 
Douglass.  The  store  was  then  closed,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
heard  of  the  failure  of  Remsen  &  Dingee. 

Previous  to  the  sale  by  Remsen  &  Dingee  of  their  stock, 
a  judgment  was  recovered  against  them  in  flavor  of  Conkling 
and  others  on  27th  August,  1856,  and  an  execution  was  issued 
thereon  on  the  same  day  to  the  shei'iff  of  New  York.  On 
the  same  day  the  deputy  went  with  it  to  the  store  of  Eemsen 
&  Dingee.  He  saw  Mr.  Dingee  and  told  him  be  had  an 
execution  against  the  concern.  Dingee  asked  who  issued  it ; 
the  deputy  showed  it  to  him.  Dingee  said  it  was  premature. 
Deputy  told  him  be  must  levy  on  the  property.  Dingee  said 
he  would  like  to  see  his  counsel,  and  nanxed  Mr.  0.  B.  Smith. 
The  deputy  said  he  had  no  objection  to  his  seeing  his  coun- 
sel before  he  removed  the  property.    He  then  told  him  he 
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must  make  his  levy,  and  took  up  one  of  the  bill-heads  of 
Remson  &  Dingee  and  on  it  made  memorandum  of  levy. 
This  memorandum  was  produced  in  court,  and  among  other 
things  contained  fifty  pieces  of  silk  (black  and  colored).  He, 
at  the  same  time,  made  an  indorsement  on  the  execution,  27th 
August,  1856,  levied  on  stock  of  dry-goods  in  store  204  and 
206  Sixth  avenue. 

On  the  next  day  an  order  was  served  on  the  sheriff  staying 
all  proceedings. 

On  the  20th  September,  1856,  the  sheriff  went  to  the  store 
and  found  persons  who  said  they  were  acting  for  plaintiff 
measuring  the  goods.  ♦ 

Bond  claimed  to  own  the  goods.  The  deputy  sheriff  and 
Bond  agreed  that  the  sheriff  should  abandon  his  levy  on  aU 
the  goods  but  the  black  silks,  and  Bond  agreed  to  buy  them 
in  for  $2,000.  Bond  told  deputy  the  silks  were  a  part  of  the 
stock  of  Bemsen  &  Dingee.  He  set  them  apai*t  and  then 
replaced  them. 

Defendant's  counsel  on  the  trial  claimed  that  as  there  had 
been  an  actual  levy  proved,  the  plaintiff  must  show  he  had 
no  notice  of  the  execution. 

The  plaintiff  denied  that  there  had  been  any  levy  proved,  or 
if  there  was  that  it  had  been  abandoned.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
to  submit  the  questions  of  abandonment  and  notice  to  the 
jury,  which  was  refused  by  the  court,  and  the  jury  were 
instructed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and  the  exceptions  were 
directed  to  be  heard  at  the  General  Term,  where  judgment 
was  ordered  on  the.  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plain- 
tiff* appealed  to  this  court. 

John  H.  Reynolds^  for  the  appellant. 

A,  S.  Vcmderpody  for  the  respondent. 

Ingbaham,  J.  The  principle  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  there  was  a  valid  levy  on  the  silks  in  controversy. 
If  there  was  and  it  was  not  abandoned  by  the  sheriff  after- 
ward, the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
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That  there  was  a  Bufficient  levy  as  against  the  debtors  in 
the  execution  there  can  be  no  doubt.  This  was  so  held  in 
Hoth  V.  Wdlsy  in  this  court,  decided  at  June  Term,  1864.  In 
that  case  the  sheriiF  went  to  the  store  of  the  defendant  in  the 
execution,  saw  the  goods  there.  The  sheriff  showed  the 
execution  to  the  debtor,  who  told  him  he  need  not  levy  but 
would  pay  in  a  few  days.  Sheriff  told  him  he  could  hold  his 
levy,  but  would  give  him  time  to  pay.  This  was  all  that  was 
done,  and  Sbldbn,  J.,  says :  "  The  goods  being  present  and 
within  the  power  of  the  sheriff,  these  circumstances  consti- 
tuted such  an  exercise  of  dominion  over  them  as  amounts  to 
a  levy  at  least  as  against  the  defendants  in  the  execution." 
(23  Wend.,  490  ;  4  Kern.,  70.) 

I  consider  that  case  so  conclusive  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  levy  so  far  as  relates  to  the  debtor,  that  it  is  unnecessary 
to  examine  any  other  authorities  on  that  point.  (5  Denio,  619.) 
The  question  then  is  what  additional  facts  are  necessary  to 
make  out  a  levy  that  will  bind  the  property  in  the  hands  of 
purchasers.  The  statute  only  protects  purchasers  in  good 
faith,  between  the  delivery  of  the  execution  to  the  sheriff 
and  tlie  actual  levy.  (2  K.  S.,  366,  §.  17.)  "  The  title  of  a 
purchaser  in  good  faith  of  any  goods  acquired  prior  to  the 
actual  levy  of  an  execution,  without  notice  of  any  such 
execution  being  issued,  shall  not  be  divested  by  the  fact  that 
such  execution  had  been  delivered  to  an  officer  to  be  exe- 
cuted before  such  purchase  was  made."  If  the  levy  has  been 
actually  made  before  the  purchase  it  is  as  effectual  against 
the  purchaser  as  it  is  against  the  debtor. 

In  Hay  v.  Hiarcourt  (19  Wend.,  495),  Nelson,  Ch.  J., 
says  :  "  What  constitutes  a  levy  according  to  the  practice  in 
this  State  has  been  well  settled  and  is  not  now  open  to  dis- 
pute. The  officer  must  take  actual  possession,  and  for  this 
purpose  goods  should  be  within  his  view  and  subject  to  his 
disposition  and  control.  It  is  not  necessary  that  he  should 
remove  them  or  leave  an  assistant  in  possession.  They  may 
be  left  with  the  defendant  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff  or  of 
the  officer,  or  security  for  delivery  at  a  future  day  may  be 
taken."    This  case  was  approved  in  Van  Wyck  v.  Pine  (2 
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Hill,  666),  where  it  is  aaid:  "To  oomtitute  a  valid  levy 
t^e  goods  Bhould  be  within  the  view  of  the  officer  and  snb- 
ject  to  his  control."  (See  ako  Westervdt  v.  PvnoJcney^  14 
Wend.,  12a)  In  Cotmah  v.  Hale  (28  Wend.,  462),  it  waa 
held  that  seeing  the  goods  in  boxes,  making  a  memoran^ 
dnm  of  them  on  the  execution,  and  declaring  that  he 
had  seized  them,  was  safficient  to  authorize  the  owner  to 
maintain  trespass,  although  the  goods  were  in  no  way  taken 
away  or  interfered  with.*'  In  Camp  v,  ChamberUn  (5  Denio, 
198  ,  Beasdslet,  C9i.  J.,  says :  "  In  order  to  constitute  a  valid 
levy  as  to  third  persons  the  goods  must  not  only  be  within 
view  of  the  officer,  but  must  be  subjected  to  his  control.  He 
must  take  actual  possession,  which,  although  the  goods  are 
preeent  can  only  be  done  by  manual  acts,  or  by  an  oral 
assertion  that  a  levy  is  intended,  and  which  is  acquiesced  in 
by  those  who  are  present  and  Interested  in  the  question. 
There  must  be  possessory  acts  to  indicate  a  levy  or  it  must 
be  asserted  by  word  of  mouth,  so  that  what  is  thus  done  by 
the  officer  if  not  justified  by  the  process  will  make  him  a 
trespasser."  In  Green  v.  Burke  (28  Wend.,  490),  Cowen,  J., 
says :  "  An  actual  taking  of  the  goods  does  not  necessarily 
imply  an  actual  touching  of  the  goods,  but  merely  such  a 
course  of  action  as  is  calculated  to  reduce  them  to  the 
dominion  of  the  law.  And  in* Barker  v.  Brnmnger  (4  Kern., 
270),  JoHKSON,  J.,  held  that  a  manual  interference  ^ith  the 
property  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  levy.  He 
says  :  ^'  An  assertion  of  right  by  an  officer  in  virtue  of  pro- 
cess in  his  possession  in  respeet  to  goods  within  his  power  is  an 
actaal  taking  possession  of  them." 

From  this  examination  of  the  cases  there  can  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  ascertaining  what  constitutes  a  valid  levy  either 
against  the  debtor  or  against  any  persons  claiming  title 
through  him  to  the  property  : 

First,  the  property  must  be  in  the  view  and  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  officer. 

Second,  the  officer  must  take  possession  of  the  property 
either  by  removing  or  by  an  oral  declaration  that  a  levy  is 
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intended,  and  that  the  officer  claimfl  to  hold  the  goods  under 
euch  lety. 

Thitdj  to  invi^ntory)  Or,  ^  lea^,  a  m^morandtun  of  the 
levy  should  b^  mad^  lit  ihb  tixht. 

Fourth)  leaving  the  good4  in  the  posaeasion  of  tibie  debtor 
until  the  sale,  is  at  the  risk  of  the  officer,  but  does  not  in- 
validate the  levy% 

The  f€iels  proven  in  this  cato^  in  my  Jtidgm&nt|  fiihow  a 
sufficient  tevy  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  to  hold  the  property 
even  agtfinst  a  subsequent  Inmafide  purchaser*  He  Went 
into  the  store  where  the  property  was,  looked  at  it  sufficiently 
to  ascertain  the  character  of  the  goods  before  him,  informed 
the  debtor  that  he  had  an  execution  against  him,  tod  when 
the  debtor  remonstrated  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  execution, 
he  insisted  on  the  netjessity  of  his  making  a  levy.  When  the 
debtor  still  asked  for  time  to  see  his  counsel^  the  officer  was 
willing  to  give  him  time  to  see  his  counsel,  but  still  in^sted 
on  the  performance  of  his  duty  in  making  the  levy ;  and  in 
his  presence  took  up  a  piece  of  paper  and  made  an  inven- 
tory of  the  articles  levied  on,  whidi  he  placed  within  the 
execution,  and  indorsed  upon  the  procesB  the  fact  of  having 
levied  that  day  on  the  stock  of  goods. 

I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  what  oth^r  acts  the  sheriff  ^uld  hate 
done  to  make  th^  levy  more  valid  except  to  remove  the  goods 
from  the  debtor's  possession.  Had  such  removal  taken  place^ 
tlien  no  doubt  woidd  have  been  expressed  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  levy.  So  long  ago  as  the  case  of  BuUer  v.  Mayna/rd 
(11  Wend.,  548),  it  has  been  held  that  leaving  the  property  in 
I)ossession  of  the  debtor  for  a  reasonable  time,  and  without 
an  improper  motive,  after  the  levy,  was  not  fraudulent,  but 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  officer  remained  in  full  vigor. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  officer  should  measure  or  weigh 
the  goods,  or  ascertain  the  exact  quantity  of  each  before  the 
\&Tj  is  complete.  That  he  can  do  afterward,  if  necessary, 
before  the  sale. 

It  is  urged  by  the  appellant's  counsel  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  the  silks  in  controversy  were  in  sight  at  the  time 
of  the  levy.    There  is  no  proof  that  they  were  not.    The  in- 
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ventory  made  containB  fifty  pieces  of  silk  (black  and  colored) ; 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  they  were  before  him.  If  the  plaintiff  in- 
tended to  rely  on  this  ground  he  should  hare  shown  that  the 
silks  in  question  were  not  in  the  store  when  the  levy  was 
made. 

There  is,  however,  another  fact  in  this  case  which  should 
estop  the  plaintiff  from  denying  that  these  goods  were  a  part 
of  those  levied  on  at  that  time  by  the  officer.  In  order  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  dispose  of  the  stock  of  goods  he  agreed 
with  the  officer,  if  he  would  abandon  the  levy  on  the  residue 
of  the  goods,  he  would  lay  out  these  silks  as  the  silks  to  be 
taken  under  the  execution.  He  said  they  were  sufficient  for 
that  purpose,  tied  them  up  himself,  and  agreed  to  bid  for  them 
if  sold,  enough  to  satisfy  the  execution.  After  having  obtained 
a  release  of  all  the  other  property  covered  by  the  levy,  it  is 
too  late  for  the  plaintiff  to  urge  that  the  silks  he  persuaded 
the  officer  to  hold  under  his  levy  were  not  a  part  of  the  goods 
originally  seized  by  him. 

The  case  depended  entirely  upon  the  validity  of  the  levy, 
and  on  this  point  there  was  but  one  witness,  and  his  state- 
ment was  uncontradicted.  It  became  a  question  of  law 
whether  the  levy  was  sufficient,  and  there  was  no  question 
of  fact  to  go  to  the  jury>  The  court  properly  instructed  the 
jury  to  find  for  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Da  VIES,  J.  This  action  is  in  the  nature  of  replevin,  brought 
by  the  plaintiff,  to  recover  certain  goods  taken  by  and  in  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  intestate,  as  sheriff  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York.  He  claimed  to  hold  the  property  by 
virtue  of  a  levy  thereon  made  on  the  27th  of  August,  1856, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  out  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  favor  of  Frederick  A.  Oonkling,  and  others,  against 
Kemsen  &  Dingee.  The  defendants  in  the  execution  were 
copartners,  under  the  name  of  Bemsen  &  Dingee,  mer- 
chants, and  doing  business  and  having  their  store  at  Nos. 
204  and  206  Sixth  avenue,  in  said  city.    It  was  proved  by 
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the  deputy-sheriflf,  the  only  witness  examined  on  the  trial  as 
to  the  levy,  that  immediately  upon  the  receipt  of  the  execu- 
tion, he  proceeded  to  Eemsen  &  Dingee's  store,  and 
announced  his  business  to  the  debtor  Dingee,  told  him  he 
had  an  execution  against  the  firm,  showed  him  the  execution 
and  told  him,  notwithstanding  Dingee's  objection,  that  the 
judgment  had  been  prematurely  perfected,  that  he  "  must 
act  under  this  writ,  and  must  levy  on  the  property."  Dingee 
wished  to  see  his  lawyer,  the  witness  told  him  he  must  make 
his  levy,  and  he  took  up  one  of  the  bill-heads  of  the  firm  and 
on  it  made  a  memorandum  of  levy.  He  testified,  "  I  also 
made  an  indorsement  on  the  execution  in  these  words :  27th 
August,  1866,  levied  on  stock  of  dry  goods  in  store  204  and 
206  Sixth  avenue." 

By  an  arrangement  made  between  the  oflicer  and  Dingee, 
the  officer  agreed  to  leave  the  goods  levied  on  in  the  store, 
and  the  next  day  an  order  staying  proceedings  on  the  execu- 
tion was  served  on  the  sheriff,  and  which  was  not  discharged 
until  the  19th  or  20th  of  September  following,  when  the 
officer  went  to  the  store  and  took  possession  of  the  goods. 
The  goods  were  then  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  as  having  been 
purchased  by  him  from  the  firm  of  Bliss,  Briggs  &  Douglass, 
who,  it  was  alleged,  purchased  the  same  from  Remsen  & 
Dingee,  the  defendants  in  the  execution,  on  or  about  the  12th 
of  September,  1856,  and  the  goods  claimed  by  the  deputy 
sheriff  to  be  leyied  on,  were  sold  by  Bliss,  Briggs  &  Doug- 
lass, to  the  plaintiff  Bond,  on  the  19th  of  September,  1856. 

On  the  20th  of  September  1866,  after  the  order  staying  pro- 
ceedings had  been  vacated,  the  deputy  sheriff  called  at  the 
store  and  found  Bond,  the  plaintiff,  there,  who  claimed  the  silks 
and  who  was  then  informed  of  the  levy  and  the  claim  of  the 
sheriff  thereunder.  The  latter  then  took  possession  of  the  silks, 
and  the  plaintiff  brought  this  action.  On  the  trial,  the 
defendant's  counsel  claimed,  that,  there  being  an  actual  levy 
proved,  the  plaintiff,  before  he  could  recover,  must  show  that 
he  had  no  notice  of  the  execution.  The  plaintiff  claimed 
:hat  there  had  been  no  actual  levy,  and  that  even  if  there  had 
by.n,  it  had  been  abandoned.    The  court  decided  as  matter 
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of  law,  that  there  had  been  an  actual  levy.  The  plaintiff 
then  claimed  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  question  of  abandon- 
ment, and  also  on  the  question  of  notice  of  execution  issued. 
Both  of  these  claims  were  refused  by  the  court,  and  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  excepted  to  each  of  said  refusals,  and  the 
judge  thereupon  instructed  the  jury  that  there  was  nothing  in 
the  case  fof  them  to  pass  upon  except  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  that  under  the  evidence  they  must  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  assessing  the  value  of  the  property.  To  which 
instructions  of  the  judge  and  any  point  thereof,  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  then  and  there  excepted,  and  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  assessing  the  value  of  the  goods,  and 
damages  for  their  detention  at  $1,868. 48,  and  six  cents  dam- 
ages. And  thereupon  the  judge  directed  that  the  hearing 
upon  the  said  exceptions  should  be  had  in  the  first  instance, 
at  theGener.ll  Tenn. 

And  the  General  Term,  on  the  hearing  of  said  exceptions, 
overruled  the  same,  and  rendered  judgment  upon  said  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $2,429.94,  and  the 
plaintiff  thereupon  appealed  to  this  court.  Pending  this 
appeal  the  defendant  died,  and  the  suit  has  been  revived,  by 
making  his  administrator  party  defendant.  At  the  com- 
mon law  no  levy  upon  personal  property  was  necessary,  the 
goods  were  bound  from  the  award  or  teste  of  the  execution, 
and  the  sheriff  could  take  the  goods  out  of  the  hands  of  even 
a  hcmajide -purcliB&er.  (Anonymous,  Cro.  Eliz.,  174;  Bwroher 
V.  Wisemcmd^  id.,  440.) 

As  a  judgment  when  entered  during  the  term  had  relation 
back  to  the  first  day  of  the  term,  the  execution  could  be 
tested  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  term,  so  it  might  well  hap- 
pen that  the  title  of  the  sheriff  was  superior  to  that  of  a  hona 
fide  purchaser,  even  though  he  had  become  such  purchaser 
before  the  entry  of  the' judgment. 

To  remedy  the  evils  which  this  -relation  of  the  writ  occa- 
sioned, the  Statute  of  Frauds  (29,  Car,  3d,  ch.  8,  §  16), 
enacted  that  no  writ  otfi^ri  facias^  or  other  execution,  should 
bind  the  property  or  the  goods  of  the  debtor  but  from  the 
time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff)  and  the  sheriff 
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was  required  to  indol*se  upon  the  writ  the  time  of  its  receipt 
by  him. 

This  provision  tT^  early  incorporated  into  the  legislature 
of  this  itate.  l^he  present  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
is,  that  whenever  ah  execution  shall  be  issued  against  the 
property  of  toy  person,  his  goods  and  chattels,  situated 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer  to  whom  such  execution 
shall  be  delivered,  shall  be  bound  only  from  the  time  oi  the 
delivety  of  the  same -to  be  executed.  (2  R.  8.,  366, 1 18.) 

The  goodd  and  chattels  of  Eemsen  &  Dingee,  the  defend- 
ants in  the  ex^ution^  were  bound  and  subject  to  tho  sam^, 
on  the  27th  of  August,  1856^  and  the  lien  of  that  execution, 
thus  <ireated,  could  only  be  defeated  by  the  title  of  a  pur- 
chaser in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  the  execution.  This 
court  held,  in  the  case  of  Moth  t.  Weila-^  decided  at  June 
Term,  1864,  that  tho  right  of  the  sheriff  to  sell  the  goods  of 
a  judgment  debtor  within  his  bailiwick,  &t  the  time  of  the 
receipt  of  the  execution  by  him,  without  any  actual  levy, 
remained  perfect  as  against  the  judgment  debtor,  when  no 
title  of  a  bona  jiM  purchase  intervened,  or  was  set  up. 

But  it  is  also  declared  by  the  Revised  St».tutes,  that  the 
titid  of  any  purchaser  in  good  faith,  of  any  goods  or  chattels, 
acquired  prior  to  the  actual  levy  of  any  execution,  without 
notice  of  such  execution  being  issued,  shall  not  be  divtoted 
by  the  fact  that  such  execution  had  been  delivered  to  an  offi- 
cer to  be  executed  before  such  purchase  was  made.  (2  R.  8., 
366,  §  17.) 

Assuming,  therefore,  as  wO  may  for  thd  purpose  of  this 
discussion,  that  the  plaintiff  wto  a  Jxyrui  fide  ptirchaser  of 
the  goods  of  Remsen  &  Dingee^  and  that  such  purchase 
was  made  without  any  notice  of  any  execution  having  been 
issued,  it  becomes  essential  to  ascertain  whetheif  any  aetual 
levy  of  the  execution  issued  had  befen  nfade  prior  to  such  pur- 
chase. The  facts  in  reference  to  such  levy  were  uncontra- 
dicted, and  therefore  there  Was  nolMng  to  submit  to  the  jury 
on  that  point.  It  was  purely  a  Question  of  law  upon  the 
conceded  facts,  whether  or  not  such  levy  had  been  actually 
made.  The  officer  testified  that  he  made  the  levy,  with  the 
49 
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execution  in  his  hands,  which  he  then  exhibited  to  one  of  the 
defendants  in  the  store,  with  the  goods  claimed  to  be  levied 
on  in  full  view;  that  he  then  declared  such  levy  made, 
and  made  a  memorandum  thereof  and  of  the  goods  levied 
on,  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  execu- 
tion, and  folded  the  same  in  the  execution,  and  upon  the 
promise  and  engagement  of  said  defendant  to  permit  the 
goods  to  remain  as  they  were,  the  officer  left  them  in  the 
store  and  in  his  charge.  Did  these  acts  and  declarations 
amount  to  an  actual  levy  upon  the  27th  of  August,  1856  ? 
I  cannot  have  a  doubt  but  they  did,  and  the  authorities 
abundantly  sustain  this  position.  Crocker  on  Sheriffs,  §  425, 
says :  A  levy  upon  personal  property  is  the  act  of  taking 
possession  of,  attaching  or  seizing  it,  by  the  sheriff  or  other 
officer,  under  and  by  virtue  of  any  execution  he  may  hold 
against  such  property,  whereby  the  lien  of  such  execution 
upon  such  property  becomes  perfect,  and  the  property  is 
thereupon  deemed  to  be  in  the  custody  of  the  law.  We 
have  seen  that  such  property  is  to  be  deemed  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  and  subject  to  the  execution  jGrom  the  moment  it 
is  delivered  to  the  officer,  where  no  title  of  a  hona  fde  pur- 
chase, or  a  purchaser  without  notice  of  an  execution  having 
been  issued,  intervenes  or  is  set  up.  The  doctrine  to  be 
deduced  from  the  cases  is,  that  no  actual  or  valid  levy  upon 
personal  property,  agaiust  a  }>ona  fide  purchaser,  or  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice  of  the  execution,  can  prevail  and 
defeat  their  title ;  unless  such  property  is  present  and  subject 
to  the  disposition  and  control  of  the  officer  seeking  to  make 
the  levy.  {Haggerty  v.  WiZber^  16  Johns.,  287 ;  Beehnum  v. 
Lcmsmg^  3  Wend.,  446 ;  BvHer  v.  Maynard^  11  Wend.,  548 ; 
Bay  V.  Sa/rcovHy  19  Wend.,  495 ;  Ba/rher  v.  Biivmngerj  4 
Kern.,  270.) 

In  Haggerty  v.  Wither^  Chief  Justice  Spencer  said,  in 
reference  to  tiie  necessity  of  making  an  inventory  upon  a 
levy  which  was  insisted  on  as  necessary  to  its  validity,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  in  all  cases,  for  that  it  had  been  held 
that  a  seizure  of  part  of  the  goods  in  a  house,  by  virtue  of  a 
writ  of  fiieri  fadaa^  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  is  a  good 


1864.]  Bond  v.  Willbtt.  887 

■  I    ..I  ■   .1  ■         I  »i  ..  I.. ■  III  ,         t    I 

Opinion  of  the  Cwat,  per  Dayibb,  J. 

Beizure  of  all.  The  inventory  famishes  the  means  of  ascer- 
taining what  goods  were  levied  on.  It  may  be  safely  laid 
down  that  the  sheriff  mnst  have  the  goods  under  his  view 
and  within  his  power,  to  constitute  a  good  levy ;  a  proclama- 
tion of  a  levy  of  goods  locked  up  and  not  within  view  of  the 
sheriff,  is  no  levy.  In  the  case  at  bar,  all  the  elements 
deemed  essential  to  constitute  an  actual  levy,  are  found.  An 
inventory  of  the  goods  levied  on,  was  made  at  the  time, 
although  this  is  said  not  to  be  essential.  The  goods  were  in 
full  view  of  the  oflScer,  and  they  were  within  his  power,  as 
he  could  have  removed  them  or  placed  a  person  in  custody 
of  them.  In  addition  he  proclaimed  his  levy  and  exhibited 
the  process  under  which  he  made  it. 

In  Beekmcm  v.  Zcmsmgy  Maboy,  J.,  cites  with  approbation 
Saggerty  v.  WHber^  and  says  it  is  not  necessary  that  an 
assistant  of  the  officer  should  be  left  in  possession  of  the 
goods,  or  that  the  goods  should  be  removed,  they  may  be  left  in 
the  custody  of  the  defendant  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff  or  of 
the  sheriff.  In  BuUer  v.  Mayna/rd^  Judge  Nelson,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  observed  that  in  view  of  the  law 
as  it  stood  before  the  Kevised  Statutes,  and  to  determine  the 
rights  of  all  parties  as  far  as  the  same  can  consistently  be 
done,  with  those  statutes,  as  well  as  to  enable  public  officers 
to  understand  their  duties,  that  the  soundest  construction  to 
be  given  to  them  will  be  to  hold  that  any  levy  which  in  law 
is  vaUd  as  against  the  defendant  in  the  execution  and  will 
justify  a  sale  under  it,  will  operate  to  defeat  a  subsequent 
purchase,  though  hona  fide  and  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
As  we  have  already  seen,  the  Tnere  delmery  of  the  writ  to  the 
sheriff  heretofore  had  that  affect,  now  there  must  be  an  actual 
levy,  but  the  statute  uses  this  term  as  known  and  understood 
in  the  case,  and  means  such  a  levy  as  is  required  before  the 
property  can  be  sold. 

In  Ray  v.  Ha/rc&urt,  Nelson,  Ch.  J.,  referring  to  these 
authorities  says,  what  constitutes  a  levy  according  to  the 
practice  in  this  State,  has  been  very  well  settled,  and  is  not 
now  open  to  dispute.  The  officer  must  take  actual  posses- 
sion, and  for  this  purpose  the  goods  should  be  within  his 
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yiewy  and  Bubjeot  to  Im  diapoBition  and  oontrol.  It  is  not 
neoeflBary  that  he  should  remove  them,  or  leave  an  assistant 
in  possession,  they  may  be  left  with  the  defendent.  Bnt  this 
oonrt  has  definitely  settled  what  acts  and  declarations  are 
sufficient  to  constitnte  an  actual  and  valid  levy.  In  Barker  v. 
BynmmgeTy  the  head  note  to  that  ease  is,  a  manual  interfer- 
ence with  chattels  is  not  requimte  to  constitute  a  valid  levy 
thereon.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  property  is  present,  and 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  officer  having  the  execntion,  and 
that  he  there  opeidy  states  that  he  levies  upon  and  as6a*ts 
authority  over  it  by  virtue  thereo£  In  that  case  the  deputy 
sheriff  went  with  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  to  a  stable, 
where  the  horse  claimed  to  be  levied  on  was,  that  when  they 
had  gone  into  the  stable,  the  horse  being  th^e  within  his 
view,  he  infimned  the  defendant  that  he  had  the  execution 
against  him,  and  that  he  then  levied  on  the  h<»'8e  by  virtue 
ddf  the  eixecution,  and  that  he  must  not  move  him,  and  that 
on  his.  return  to  his  office  the  next  day,  he  made  a  formal 
memorandum  of  the  levy. 

It  is  ^xtirdy  clear,  tWefore,  that  the  levy  in  the  present 
ca9e,  ftdly  comes  up  to  all  the  requirements  of  the  laws,  and 
was  valid  and  effectual  to  subject  the  property  levied  on  to 
the  lien  created  thereby.  The  plaintiff^  therefore,  assuming 
that  he  was  a  ionoijide^  purchaser  c^  the  goods,  and  without 
any  notice  of  any  execution  having  been  issued,  cannot  set 
up  hjs  title,  to  defeat  such  lien.  The  court  properly  decided 
that  an  actual  levy  had  been  proven,  and  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  reoevesr  the  property  levied  on.  There  was 
no  pretense  or  proof  to  sustain  the  assumption  that  there  had 
be^i  an  abandonment  of  the  levy.  The  sheriff  was  stsEtyed  in 
his  proceedings  on  the  execution  and  the  levy  made  there- 
under,  by  an  cvder  of  a.  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  as 
soon  as  that  order  was  vacated,  he  resumed  his  control  and 
dominion  ovw  the  property  levied  on.  If  the  jury  had  found 
that  there  bad  been  an  abandonment  of  the  levy,  it  would 
ndt  have  been  supported  by  any  proof  on  the  trial,:  and  could 
not  have  been  sustained.  It  was  no  error,  therefore,  in  the 
judge,  in  refusing  to  submit  that  question  to  the  jury.    It 
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was  wholly  immaterial,  if  an  actual  levy  was  established, 
whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  issuing  of  the 
execution  before  he  made  his  purohase. 

If  no  levy  had  been  made  out  then,  the  defendant,  success- 
fully to  defeat  the  purchase  of  the  plaintiff,  must  either  have 
shown  that  the  purchase  was  not  iana  fide^  or  that  it  was 
made  with  notice  of  the  issuing  of  the  execution*  In  this 
respect  only  did  the  inquiry  become  at  all  material,  Whether 
or  not  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  execution.  The  plain- 
tiff, therefore,  an  actual  levy  having  been  proven,  would 
not  have  been  at  all  benefited  by  the  finding  of  the  jury^  that 
he  made  his  purchase,  without  notice  of  the  issntog  of  an 
execution.  The  judge,  therefore,  properly  declined  to  sub- 
mit that  question  to  the  jury.  The  judgment  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed. 

All  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Henbt  M.  Babnes,  Bespondent,   v.  Thomas   N.  Allbk, 

Appellant. 

The  wife  is  an  individual  having  separate  rights  which  the  law  will  uphold  and 
protect  against  her  husband — among  which  is  the  right  to  invoke  and 
reoeive  aid,  shelter  and  protection  against  the  cruelty  and  oppression  of  her 
husband. 

This  aid,  shelter  and  protection  may  be  lawfully  rendered  by  a  stranger  upon 
the  application  and  statement  of  the  wife,  showing  its  necessity,  when  acted 
upon  in  good  faith. 

In  an  action  by  the  husband  against  a  third  party  for  thus  harboring  his  wife, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  the  unworthy  motives  by  which 
it  was  done ;  for  when  the  defendant  acts  from  motives  of  humanity  toward 
the  wife,  and  in  good  faith,  the  action  wOl  not  lie. 

Johnson,  J.  The  theory  upon  which  the  case  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  by  the  justice  at  the  circuit,  was,  that  if 
the  defendant  went  by  appointment  and  took  the  plaintiffs 
wife  away  to  her  father's,  even  though  he  went  at  her  re- 
quest, and  acted  in  the  honest  belief  that  her  statements  in 
regard  to  her  treatment  and  her  apprehensions  as  to  her  per- 
sonal safety  were  true,  the  act  would  not  be  justifiable ;  but 
that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  justify  the  act,  must  go  fur- 
ther, and  prove  that  her  complaints  were  true  in  point  of 
fact.  The  jury  were  told  expressly  that  if  the  defendant  had 
met  her  casually  he  would  have  been  justified  in  acting  upon 
her  complaints,  and  taking  her,  as  he  did,  to  her  father's ; 
but  not  so  if  he  went  for  her  by  appointment.  The  evidence 
tends  to  show  very  plainly  that  the  defendant  went  that 
morning  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  wife  to  her  father's,  it 
she  desired  to  go ;  and  the  inference  is  very  strong  that  it 
was  in  pursuance  of  her  request,  and  complaints  which  she 
made  in  regard  to  her  treatment.  He  did  not  go  upon  the 
plaintiff's  premises,  but  merely  drove  along  the  highway, 
stopping  in  front  of  the  plaintiffs  house,  when  the  plaintiff's 
wife,  in  the  exercise  of  her  own  volition,  came  from  her  house, 
got  into  the  wagon,  for  the  express  purpose  undoubtedly  of 
being  taken  to  her  father's,  and  was  taken  there  by  the 
defendant.    Evidently  it  was  not  a  casual  meeting,  but  a  pre- 
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concerted  one.  But  I  am  wholly  unable  to  discover  any  sub- 
stantial ground  for  the  distinction  made  in  the  two  cases,  and 
am  confident  there  is  no  principle  of  law  upon  which  it  can 
be  maintained.  K  the  defendant  might  have  lawfully  acted 
upon  her  statements  that  evening  when  they  were  just  made, 
why  not  the  next  morning,  when  the  time  for  the  journey 
was  far  more  suitable  and  proper  i 

Here  was  no  such  lapse  of  time  as  to  affect  the  principle  of 
law  which  must  govern  in  a  case  like  this.  The  question  of 
sudden  impulse  or  a  few  hours  for  reflection  is  obviously  not 
the  controlling  one  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  in  point  of  law. 

As  evidence  bearing  upon  the  question  of  good  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  in  doing  what  he  did,  it  would  be 
important,  and  might  turn  the  scale ;  but  it  would  be  evi- 
dence bearing  upon  a  question  of  fact  only,  which  must  be 
determined  before  the  question  of  law  arises.  This  is  an 
action  sounding  in  tort.  The  mere  act  of  the  defendant  in 
taking  the  plaintiff's  wife  in  his  wagon  to  her  father's  at  her 
request  was  not  in  itself  a  tortious  act,  though  done  without 
the  plaintiff's  consent.  No  action  could  be  maintained  upon 
such  an  act  alone.  It  is  rendered  tortious  or  wrongfal  by 
reason  of  the  unlawM  or  improper  motive  which  is  alleged 
to  have  prompted  it.  The  unlawful  motive,  or  design,  is 
charged  in  the  complaint,  and  is  the  very  gravamen  of  the 
action.  It  was  the  essential  feature,  without  which  the  act 
was  perfectly  harmless  and  lawiul.  This  was  put  in  issue  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  burden  of  establishing  it  by  afltan- 
ative  evidence  was  manifestly  upon  the  plaintiff.  Instead  of 
this  the  burden  was  cast  upon  the  defendant  of  justifying  the 
act,  as  one  which  was  tortiouQ^  prima  faoie^  and  irrespective 
of  motive.  If  he  went  there  by  appointment,  says  the  judge 
to  the  jury,  the  wife's  statement  of  her  wrongs  and  her  peril 
afford  no  shield  whatever,  but  the  burden  is  cast  upon  him  of 
proving  that  they  were  true.  Even  if  the  defendant  believed 
them,  and  acted  in  good  faith  on  such  belief,  the  doctrine  of 
the  charge  is,  that  he  had  no  legal  right  to  entertain  such 
belief,  or  to  act  upon  it  the  next  morning  after  the  statements 
were  made.     This  cannot  be  the  law.    Here  the  plaintiff's 
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wife  had  left  him,  tfJting  one  child,  and  leaving  one  or  more, 
and  gone  to  her  father's,  where  &he  had  remained  nearly  two 
year^  when  thift  action  wa^s  commenced ;  and  it  is  aesomed 
that  she  had  no  good  canse  for  thus  leaving  and  remaining 
away,  that  her  statements  were  eithej^  fake,  or  of  no  conae* 
quence  in  a  legal  point  of  view ;  and  the  defendant  is  held 
answerable  for  her  imputed  misconduct  in  thns  leaviog  and 
remaining  away,  imless  he  can  prove  affirmatively  that  the 
grounds  she  alleged  for  leaving  were  true.  This  would  be 
the  rule  if  the  wife  i^ere  the  chattel  of  the  husband,  over 
which  he  had  complete  and  perfe^.  dominion  as  property. 
The  removal  i^.  such  case  would  be,  prima  fcme^  unlawful, 
and  constitote  a  ground  of  action,  unless  justified  by  affirm- 
ative proof  establishing  the  legal  right  to  remove.  But  the 
wife,  happily  for  the  interests  of  society,  bears  a  relation  to 
the  ha^baud  far  di^rent  from  this.  Notwithstanding  her 
marriage^  and^  for  certain  purposes,  the  merger  or  incorpo- 
ration of  her  existence  into,  that  of  the  husband,  she  ie  stiU 
in  lajW  an  individual,  having  separate  rights,  which  the 
law  will  uphold  and  protect  even  against  the  husband; 
and  au^ongst  thes^  ift  the  right  to  invoke  and  receive  aid, 
shdter  and  protection  from  otherat,  even  sitrangers,  against 
the  oppression  and  cruelty  of  the  husband..  This  aid,  shel- 
ter and  protection  may  be  lawfully  rendered  by  a  stranger 
upon  the  application  and  statement  of  the  wife  showing  ita 
necessity,  if  acted  upon  in  good  ftiith. 

He  may  in  such  case  treat  the  wife  as  a  person,  an  individ- 
ual entitled  to  (credit,  and  invested  with  the  rights  and  daima 
o^  and  upon,  our  common  humanity.  Sut  he  must  be  care- 
ful not  to  step  beyond  thia  legitimate  boundary,  into  the  field 
of  undue  infiuence  and  control,  against  the  lawful  rights  and 
claims  of  the  hu&band. 

This  was  assumed  to  be  the  rule  in  the  charge,  provided 
the  defendant  had  acted  promptly  at  Hie  first  meeting 
and  on  the  spur  of  the  moment.  It  is  neither  unlawful  nor 
improper  in  the  wife  to  abandon  a  husband  who  treats  her 
cruelly,  and  with  whom  it  is  unsafe  for  her  to  remain,  and  in 
such  a  case  any  one  may,  at  her  request^  lawfully  harbor  or 
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assist  her  in  remoying  to  a  place  of  safety.    Snoh  assi^tanee 
is  not  against  the  lawftil  rights  or  olaims  of  the  hneband.  He 
has  no  legal  right  to  her  8ocie^  or  her  serrices,  if  he  treats 
her  with  cruelty,  and  makes  her  condition  intolerable,  pro^ 
vided  she  chooses  to  absent  herself.    Nor  will  the  law  per- 
mit the  husband,  in  such  a  case,  to  recover  damages  for  a  loss 
thus  occasioned  from  hisi  neighbors,  who  may  have  merely 
assisted  her,  at  her  own  request,  in  doing  what  the  law 
allow?  her  to  do.    I  take  it  to  be  undoubted  law,  that  in  an 
action  between  the  husband  and  a  third  party  the  loss  of 
the  society  and  services  of  the  wife,  who,  at  her  own  request 
and  upon  her  statepcnent  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  at 
the  haiidp  of  her  husband,  received  shelter  or  aid  in  removing 
to  another  place,  by  such  person  acting  in  good  faith^  there 
is  no  legal  presumption  in  favor  of  the  husband  that  the 
wife's  statements  are  untrue.    And  unlawfhl  motives  cannot 
be  imputed  to  the  defendant  unless  they  are  established  by 
direct  proof,  or  are  fairly  deducible  from  the  facta  and  circum- 
stances given  m  evidence  on  tlie  trial.    The  wife's  statements 
in  such  a  case  are  m  the  nature  of  res  geaUB^  and  evidence  may 
be  given  by  the  husband,  showing  that  they  were  unfounded, 
and  that  the  other  party  did  not  credit  them,  but  acted  in 
the  premises  from  some  unworthy  or  improper  motive.  Thus, 
in  the  leading  case  of  Philip  v.  Sgmre  (Peake's  Nisi  Prius 
•82),  which  was  an  action  for  harboring  the  plaintiff's  wife 
after  notice  not  to  do  so,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's  wife 
came  to  the  house  of  the  defendant,  to  whose  wife  she  was 
related,  and  represented  herself  to  have  been  very  ill-used 
by  her  husband,  who,  she  said,  had  turned  her  out  of  doors. 
Upon  this  representation  the  defendant  received  her  into  his 
house,  and  at  her  request  suffered  her  to  remain  there  after 
he  had  received  notice  not  to  harbor  her.    There  was  no 
proof  that  the  husband  had  in  fact  ill-treated  her.    Lord 
Kbnyon,  after  stating  the  case,  said :  "  But  where  she  (the 
wife)  is  received  from  motives  of  humanity,  the  action  can- 
not be  supported.     If  it  could,  the  most  dangerous  conse- 
quences would  ensue,  for  no  one  would  venture  to  protect  a 
60 
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married  woman.  It  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  wife's 
representation  was  tnie  or  false." 

The  rule  laid  down  in  this  case  is  admitted  to  be  the  trae 
one ; — ^in  the  case  of  Suiehmson  v.  Peck  (6  Johns.,  196),  all 
the  judges  agreeing  that,  when  the  defendant  acts  from 
motives  of  humanity  toward  the  wife,  and  in  good  faith,  the 
action  will  not  lie.  And  so  in  the  case  of  Schnimemcm  y. 
Pabmer  (4  Barb.,  226)  it  was  held  that  the  material  point  of 
the  inquiry  was  the  motive  with  which  the  defendant  acted, 
and  that  the  bare  fact  that  the  defendant  had  allowed  the 
plaintiffs  wife  to  ride  with  him  in  his  wagon  to  his  house, 
and  remain  there  contrary  to  a  notice  from  the  plaintiff,  was 
not  enough.    See  also  Turner  v.  Estes  (3  Mass.,  317). 

The  gist  of  the  action,  as  all  the  authorities  agree,  is  the 
loss,  without  justifiable  cause,  of  the  comfort,  society  and 
services  of  the  wife.  In  maintaining  the  action,  two  questions 
principally  arise :  was  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  wife  upon  justifiable  cause ;  or  was  it  occasioned 
by  the  acts  or  persuasion  of  the  defendant,  without  any  real 
cause,  and  in  bad  faith  toward  the  plaintiff?  On  both  these 
questions  the  plaintiff  must  give  evidence  tending  to  make 
out  a  case,  or  his  action  must  fail.  As  was  said  by  Chief 
Justice  WiLLES  in  Wenmwre  v.  Oreenbdck  (Willes,  581), 
'^  though  it  should  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  lost  the  comfort 
and  assistance  of  his  wife,  yet  if  the  fiict  be  that  that  by 
which  he  lost  it  be  a  lawful  act,  no  action  can  be  main- 
tained.   By  vnjv/ria  is  meant  a  iortuyas  act." 

The  charge  concedes  that  if  the  wife's  complaints  were 
well  founded,  she  had  justifiable  cause  for  leaving,  and  the 
defendant  would  be  justified  in  assisting  her  as  he  did,  even 
though  he  went  by  appointment  for  the  purpose.  This  is 
undoubtedly  the  law,  provided  always  that  the  defendant 
was  acting  in  good  faith  and  from  motives  of  humanity  and 
kindness  to  the  wife. 

The  error  in  this  part  of  the  charge  is  that  it  overlooks 
entirely  the  question  of  motive,  and  casts  the  burden  upon 
the  defendant  of  proving  the  truth  of  the  wife's  statements. 
If  he  went  there  by  appointment,  in  the  first  instance,  it 
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makes  the  mere  act,  in  that  case,  a  tort,  however  honestly  or 
humanely  the  defendant  may  have  acted,  and  excuses  the 
plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  giving  any  other  evidence  in 
support  of  his  afction. 

In  assuming  that  the  defendant  acted  in  what  he  did  at  the 
request  of  the  wife,  and  in  the  bfelief  that  her  statement  was 
true,  and  for  the  purpose  of  removing  her  to  a  place  of  safety, 
his  conduct  was  not  only  justifiable,  but  free  from  all  just 
ground  of  censure.  He  might  have  kept  her  at  his  own 
house,  but,  under  all  the  circumstances,  it  was  more  discreet 
and  prudent  in  him  to  take  her  to  her  father's,  who  was  her 
natural  protector  and  better  fitted  to  advise  her  in  respect  to 
her  future  course  than  himself,  who  was  on  unfriendly  terms 
with  the  plaintiff.  If  he  arranged  with  her  to  come  to  her 
assistance  during  the  night,  in  case  of  violence  attempted,  or 
inflicted,  and  to  take  her  to  her  father's  in  the  morning,  in 
good  faith,  there  was  nothing  unlawful  in  it,  and  the  advice, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  the  wife  to  go  to  her  father  for 
shelter  and  safety,  was  such  as  he  had  a  right  to  give.  If  the 
conduct  of  the  plaintiff  toward  the  wife  was  such  as  she  rep- 
resented, she  was  clearly  justifiable  in  leaving  him  and  going 
to  her  father's,  and  any  one  would  be  justified  in  advising 
and  assisting  her  in  doing  so  upon  her  application  for  protec- 
tion and  assistance.  It  was  a  lawful  and  proper  act  on  her 
part,  and  the  husband  cannot  complain  if  it  was  the  result 
of  his  own  misconduct.  For  this  error  alone,  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed,  as  the  jury  might  well  have  found,  and 
probably  did,  that  the  defendant  went  to  the  plaintiff's  on 
that  occasion  by  appointment. 

The  jury  were  also  charged  in  substance  and  effect,  that 
they  had  no  right  to  consider  the  defendant's  statement,  in 
respect  to  the  plaintiff's  treatment  of  his  wife,  unless  the 
defendant  had  stated  it  as  a  fact,  and  not  as  the  representa- 
tion of  the  wife.  This  was  also  error,  for  the  reasons  above 
given.  The  jury  were  also  instructed  that  if  they  should 
find  that  the  defendant  had  stated  the  matter  of  ill-treat- 
ment as  a  fact  and  not  as  the  representation  of  the  T^nfe,  they 
might  consider  those  statements,  and  had  the  right  to  believe 
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a  part,  and  reject  other  parta.  That  they  might  believe  the 
faot  admitted  and  reject  the  reasons  given.  If  this  was  laid 
down  to  the  jury  ag  a  right  which  they  might  exercise  arbi- 
trarily, as  it  seems  to  have  been  on  the  face  of  the  charge, 
it  was  erroneous.  The  plaintiff  had  introduced  the  confes- 
sions of  the  defendant,  and  it  was  the  clear  right  of  the 
latter  to  have  all  he  said  upon  the  subject  at  the  time  taken 
and  considered  together.  He  had  the  right  to  the  benefit  of 
that  portion  which  tended  to  excuse  or  justify  the  act.  If 
the  whole  statement  taken  together  does  not  make  out  a 
cause  of  action,  the  action  must  fail  if  there  is  no  other 
evidence  to  support  it.  (Qredit  v»  JSraion^  10  Johns.,  365 ; 
JShnith  V,  JoneSy  15  id.,  229.)  It  is  quite  true  that  the  jury 
are  not  necessarily  bound  to  give  equal  credit  to  all  parts  of 
a  statement  or  confession.  If  one  part  is  highly  improbable, 
or  tha-e  is  other  evidence  tending  to  discredit  it,  and  the  jury 
can  see  from  aU  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case,  grounds  for  disbelieving  it,  they  may  do  so,  and  give 
credit  to  other  portions  of  the  statement.  {Kdeey  v.  Bushy 
2  Hill,  440 ;  I  Greenl.  Ev.,  §§  201,  218.)  With  this  qualifi- 
cation the  rule  laid  down  in  the  circuit  would  be  correct.  The 
jury  had,  of  course,  the  right  to  take  into  consideration  the 
unfriendly  feeUng  of  the  defendant  toward  the  plaintiff  in 
respect  to  this,  as  well  as  the  other  portions  of  the  case.  If 
the  defendant  was  unfriendly  to  the  plaintiff,  however,  he  had 
the  same  l^al  right  to  assist  and  harbor  the  wife  of  the  latter, 
as  though  he  had  beea  on  the  most  friendly  terms.  The 
state  of  his  general  feelings  toward  the  plaintiff  would  not 
be  conclusive  one  way  or  the  other,  on  the  question  of  motive, 
in  the  particular  case.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  it  would 
require  less  evidence  to  establish  the  iniprop^  motive  in  the 
former,  than  in  the  latter  case.  My  conclusion  ia  that  the 
judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 
Judgment  reversed. 
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Henbt  H.  Baboock,  and  others,  Respondents,  v.  Feanois  A. 
XJtteb,  and  others,  Appellants. 

A  parol  lioenae  cannot  be  regarded  aa  a  grant  in  fee^  wbenerer  the  rights 
claimed  thereunder  are  such  as  cannot  be  created  b7  parol 

But  if  the  parol  license  be  accompanied  by  a  parol  grant  of  that  which  is  capa- 
ble of  passing  bj  parol,  then  the  license  may  be  deemed  a  part  of  the  grant 

Thus^  a  parol  license  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  the  licensor,  to  seter  fW>m  the 
freehold  and  take  certain  articles,  might  be  good ;  but  if  sach  license  wwe 
claimed  to  be  perpetual,  it  would  not  be  good,  as  such  an  estate  cannot  be 
created  by  parol. 

Where  one  enters  upon  land  and  holds  under  a  license,  his  possession  is  not 
adverse^  and  no  presumption  arises  from  sudi  holding. 

Where  the  mortgagor,  being  in  possooskm  of  the  premises,  mortgages  the 
same  without  using  the  word  ''appurtenances,"  his  entire  legal  estate  in  the 
premises  is  included  in  the  mortgage,  the  same  as  if  the  word  "  appurte- 
nances ^  had  been  used  in  the  usual  manner. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  theplaintiffi  in  the  Supreme 
Court  in  eqnity,  in  September,  1847,  to  have  their  right  to  a 
stream  of  water  declared  and  established ;  to  obtain  a  per- 
petual injunction  against  the  diversion  of  the  stream  from 
their  factory,  and  to  recover  damages  for  previous  diversions. 

The  facts  appearing  from  the  pleadings  and  the  report  of 
the  referee  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  so  far  as  they 
have  any  material  bearing  upon  the  questions  presented  on  the 
present  appeal,  are  substantially  as  follows: 

On  and  prior  to  April  1,  1820,  William  Utter,  one  of 
the  defendants,  was  the  owner  of  eleven  acres  ot  land  in  the 
town  of  Plainfield,  Otsego  county,  and  also  of  another  lot  of 
four  acres  north  of  and  adjoining  the  eleven  acres,  both 
pieces  being  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  west  branch  of 
Unadilla  river.  In  the  year  1821,  said  Utter  in  contempla- 
tion of  erecting  carding  and  cloth -dressing  works  on  the 
eleven  acres,  constructed  a  dam  across  said  west  branch,  on 
lands  some  distance  north  of  his  own,  which  were  owned  by 
Henry  Clarke  on  the  west  side,  and  by  Isaiah  Hilliard  on  the 
east  side  of  said  branch.  During  the  same  year  he  con- 
structed a  canal  from  said  dam,  southerly  across  the  lands  of 
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said  Hilliard,  of  Thier  JohnBon,  and  the  two  pieces  of  four 
and  eleven  acres  before  mentioned,  to  the  southerly  side  of 
the  eleven  acres,  for  the  purpose  of  propelling  machinery 
thereafter  to  be  placed  on  said  premises,  with  water  to  be 
drawn  from  the  dam,  through  said  canal.  In  1821,  or  1822, 
he  erected  on  the  eleven  acres  a.saw-mill  and  carding  and 
cloth-dressing  works,  and  placed  therein  machinery  proper  to 
be  used  in  such  works,  and  put  the  same  in  operation, 
the  propelling  power  being  the  water  drawn  from  the  dam, 
through  said  canal.  In  1824,  he  obtained,  fron[i  Isaiah  Hil- 
liard, a  lease  for  the  term  of  ten  thousand  years,  of  three- 
quarters  of  an  acre  of  land,  on  which  the  east  end  of  the  dam 
stood,  together  with  tJje  right  of  flowing  so  much  of  the 
land  of  said  Hilliard  as  would  be  flowed  by  a  dam  five  feet 
six  inches  high,  measuring  from  the  bed  of  the  stream,  at  an 
annual  rent  of  $7.  The  canal  was  made  over  the  lands 
embraced  in  this  lease.  Henry  Clarke  verbally  consented  to 
the  abutting  of  the  west  end  of  the  dam  on  his  land,  and  the 
canal  was  constructed  across  the  land  of  Thier  Johnson,  with 
his  assent,  and  the  license  so  given  by  Clarke  and  Johnson 
the  referee  finds  has  never  been  revoked. 

William  Utter,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  used  said 
saw-mill  and  clothing  works,  and  carried  on*  the  business  of 
sawing  lumber  and  dressing  cloth  therein,  by  means  of  water 
drawn  through  said  canal,  and  from  no  other  source,  until 
August,  1831 ;  and  there  was  no  other  source  from  which 
water  for  that  purpose  could  be  obtained. 

In  August,  1831,  said  Titter  executed  and  delivered  to 
"William  Johnson  a  mortgage  upon  the  eleven  acres  upon 
which  the  mills  and  machinery  stood,  describing  them  by 
metes  and  bounds,  but  without  the  word  "  appurtenances," 
or  other  equivalent  words,  and  without  any  reference  to  the 
mills  or  machinery,  pr  any  improvements  upon  the  land. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  and 
became  a  valuable  lien  upon  the  premises.  At  the  time 
when  the  mortgage  was  given,  tiie  mills  and  machinery  were 
in  use,  and  the  water  for  propelling  such  machinery  was 
drawn  from  the  said  canal. 
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On  the  IStli  of  December,  1834,  there  was  due  upon  the 
mortgage  $2,611.55;  and  he  thereupon  proceeded  to  fore- 
close the  mortgage  by  advertisement,  pursuant  to  the  statute, 
and  on  the  2d  of  June,  1835,  the  premises  were  sold  at  auc- 
tion, in  accordance  with  the  advertisement,  and  purchased 
by  the  mortgagee.  Johnson,  by  his  tenants,  occupied  the 
said  premises,  miUs  and  machinery,  from  the  time  of  his  pur- 
chase until  April  10, 1846,  when  he  entered  into  a  contract 
with  the  plaintiff,  Babcock,  for  the  sale  of  the  premises  to 
him  for  the  consideration  of  $1,100,  and  gave  him  immediate 
possession.  In  the  following  August,  the  purchase  price 
having  been  paid,  Johnson,  by  quitclaim  deed,  conveyed  the 
premises  to  Babcock,  who,  in  JSTovember  thereafter,  conveyed 
five-sixths  thereof  to  his  five  co-plaintiffs  in  this  action,  the 
purchase  having  been  made  originally  for  the  use  of  all  those 
parties. 

The  plaintiffs  removed  the  buildings  used  by  Utter  for  a 
saw-mill  and  clothing  works,  and  erected  in  their  stead  a 
valuable  building  for  a  hoe  factory,  and  used  the  same  for 
the  manufacture  of  hoes,  propelling  the  machinery  with 
water  taken  from  the  dam  erected  by  Utter,  and  through  the 
canal  constructed  by  him. 

William  Utter  and  others,  who  occupied  the  11  acres  and 
used  the  mills  and  machinery  thereon,  found  it  necessary  on 
several  occasions  to  repair  the  dam,  and  for  that  purpose  to 
use  gravel  from  a  pit  on  the  farm  of  Henry  Clarke,  or  those 
claiming  under  him,  and  before  making  such  repairs  on  some 
of  those  occasions,  leave  to  go  upon  the  farm  to  get  gravel 
for  that  purpose  was  asked  of  the  owners  or  occupants  and 
granted.  On  some  two  or  three  or  more  occasions,  while 
William  Utter  was  in  possession,  permission  was  asked  from 
Henry  Clarke,  to  go  upon  his  land  to  repair  the  dam.  The 
right  of  Utter  and  those  claiming  under  him,  to  maintain  the 
dam  and  canal,  or  ditch,  and  draw  water  through  the  ditch, 
was  never  called  in  question  by  any  of  the  owners  of  the 
lands,  on  which  the  dam  abutted,  and  over  which  said  canal 
or  ditch  was  dug,  until  after  the  contract  was  entered  into 
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between  Johnson  and  fiaboock,  in  April,  1846,  for  the  pur- 
chase by  the  latter  of  the  11  acres. 

Henry  Olarke,  who.  was  the  relatiYe  and  intimate  fiiend 
of  William  Utter,  died  in  1831,  seiaed  of  the  farm  on  which 
the  west  end  of  the  dam  in  question  stood,  leaving  a  will, 
duly  executed,  by  which  he  devised  the  farm  to  his  three 
sons.  On  the  27th  of  May,  in  the  same  year,  and  after  the 
death  of  thdr  father,  the  three  sons  conveyed  the  &rm  to 
Ethan  Olarke,  one  of  the  defendants  in  this  action,  but  bound- 
ing him  by  the  westerly  bank  of  (laid  riv6r,  instead  of  by  the 
center,  to  which  the  farm  extended,  as  described  in  the  patent 
from  the  State  to  said  Henry  Olarke.  The  material  part  of 
the  descriptive  portion  of  the  deed  to  Ethan  Olarke,  is  as  fol- 
lows, viz. :  ^^  Beginning  at  a  stake  and  stones  on  the  west  bank 
of  Fnadilla  river,  at  the  north  comer  of  widow  Olarke's 
farm ;  thence  south  five  chains  and  thirteen  links,  to  a  stake 
and  stones;  thence,"  etc.  [giving  a  great  number  of  courses 
and  distances,  the  two  last  of  which  are  as  follows] :  ^'  thence 
north,  eighty-five  degrees  east,  twenty-four  chains  and  thirty- 
four  links,  to  the  Unadilla  river ;  thence  down  the  west  bank 
of  the  TJnadilla  river,  as  it  winds  and  turns,  to  the  place  of 
beginning,  containing,"  etc. 

In  March,  1839,  TViUiam  Utter,  in  consideration  of  $50, 
assigned  to  the  defendant,  Francis  A.  Utter,  and  Jacob  S. 
Utter,  the  above-mentioned  lease  from  Hilliard,  and  in 
August,  1846,  Jacob  S.  Utta*  assigned  his  interest  to  said 
Francis  A. 

On  the  4th  of  May,  1846,  Ethan  Olarke,  the  grantee  above 
mentioned  granted  to  said  Francis  A.  Utter,  by  an  instru- 
ment in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  in  consideration  of 
the  dunl  of  $16  to  be  thereafter  annually  paid  by  said 
Utter,  the  exclusive  privilege  of  maintaining  so  much  of 
the  aforesaid  mill-dam  as  was  located  on  said  Olarke's  pre- 
mises ;  also  the  privilege  of  controlling  the  water  by  dams  and 
dikes  to  the  center  of  said  west  branch  for  fifteen  rods  above 
the  datn;  also  the  privilege  of  controlling*  said  water  down 
said  west  branch  along  its  bank,  to  the  center  of  the  stream, 
to  the  south-east  comer  of  said  Olarke's  iMjJj^dso  the  priyi- 
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lege  of  taking  earth  or  gravel  from  the  bank,  as  had  1)een 
theretofare  accustomed,  for  repairing  the  dam,  with  the 
privilege  of  access  to  the  gravel  bank. 

Before  this  lease  was  obtained,  Francis  A.  Utter  had  been 
informed  that  Baboock  had  a  contract  for  the  piirdiaseof 
the  mill  property ;  and  some  time  in  May,  1846,  while  the 
plaintiffi  were  prilling  down  the  old  buildings  preparatory  to 
the  erection  of  the  hoe  factory,  he  forbade  the  plaintiffs  to 
use  the  water-power,  claiming  to  own  the  water-right  him- 
self by  lease ;  and  he  delivered  to  Baboock  a  written  notice 
to  the  same  effect,  in  Augast  thereafter. 

After  the  erection  of  th^  new  factory  the  plainti&  put 
the  machinery  therein  in  operation  by  means  of  water  drawn 
from  said  dam  through  the  canal  before  mentioned,  and  the 
water  so  drawn  was  the  only  power  used  on  said  premises 
from  the  time  of  tiie  construction  of  the  dam  and  canal. 
The  factory  would  be  substantially  valueless  without  the 
benefit  of  that  water-power,  and  tiie  said  premises  are  valu- 
able mainly  for  the  water-privilege  created  by  said  dam  and 
canal,  and  used  thereon. 

In  August,  1847,  the  defendant,  Francis  A.  Utter,  em 
ployed  the  other  defendants  in  this  cause  to  obstruct,  and 
they  did  obstruct  the  flow  of  water  from  the  said  dam  to  the 
plaintiff's  factory;  and  they  diverted  the  water  from  the 
above-mentioned  canal  into  a  bulkhead  and  canal  constructed 
by  them  upon  the  opposite  side  of  the  river,  upon  the  farm 
formerly  owned  by  Henry  Clarke.  Such  obstruction  and 
diversion  were  made  by  said  IVancis  A*  Utter,  under  claim 
of  right,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  leaae  to  him  above 
mentioned.  The  plaintiffs  were  interrupted  in  their  business 
by  such  diversion  for.the  space  of  twenty-4Jbree  days,  and  the 
damages  thereby  were  $60. 

Upon  these  facts  the  referee  found  as  conclusions  of  law : 

1.  That  William  Utter,  having  constructed  the  dam  and 
canal,  with  the  license  of  the  th^  owners  of  the  land, 
on  and  over  which  said  dam  and  canal  were  located,  and 
having  erected  mills  and  placed  therein  machinery,  to  be 
operated  with  water  obtained  from  said  dam  and  canal,  he 
51. 
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and  his  grantees  were  entitled  to  the  use  of  said  water,  dam 
and  canal,  for  the  factory  then  on  said  premises,  and  that  the 
license  so  granted  was  irrevocable. 

2.  That  the  right  of  Utter  to  said  dam,  canal  and  water, 
passed  to  Johnson,  the  mortgagee,  by  the  mortgage  from  Utter 
to  him,  and  the  foreclosnre  and  sale  under  snch  mortgage. 

3.  That  Utter  and  those  claiming  nnder  him  were  estopped 
from  asserting  any  claim  or  right  nnder  the  HiUiard  lease,  or 
by  virtue  of  the  four  acres  lying  northerly  of  the  mill  premises. 

4.  That  the  defendant,  Francis  A.  Utter,  acquired  no  right 
to  divert  the  water  of  said  west  branch,  by  virtue  of  the 
Iqase  from  Etlian  Clarke,  as  Olarke  had  no  title  to  the  waters 
of  said  branch. 

5.  That  the  plaintiffi  were  entitled  to  damages  for  the 
diversion  of  said  waters,  and  to  the  other  relief,  thereafter 
in  the  report  mentioned.  Then  followed  a  direction  for 
judgment,  declaring  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain 
a  dam  across  the  west  branch  at  the  place  where  the  same 
had  theretofore  stood,  at  the  height  at  which  it  had  been 
maintained ;  to  flow  so  much  land  as  had  been  heretofore 
flowed  by  said  dam,  and  to  maintain  a  canal  or  ditch  from 
said  dam  to  the  factory  of  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  place  where 
the  canal  had  been  located  and  used,  and  to  draw  through 
such  canal  to  their  hoe  factory,  the  quantity  of  water  which 
had  been  theretofore  drawn  through  the  same.  And  that 
the  defendants  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  diverting,  or  in 
any  manner  interfering  with  said  dam  and  canal,  or  the  flow 
of  water  in  and  along  the  said  canaL  Also,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  recover  $50  damages  for  the  diversion 
of  the  water,  and  costs,  against  Francis  A.  Utter,  and  that 
the  complaint  should  be  dismissed  as  against  the  defendants 
William  and  Morris  W.  Utter. 

Judgment  was  entered  in  accordance  with  the  directions 
of  the  report,  and  the  defendants,  having  excepted  to  the 
conclusions  of  law  found  by  the  referee,  appealed  to  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the  judgment 
was  aflBrmed,  and  the  defendant,  Francis  A.  Utter,  appealed 
to  this  court.    The  cause  was  submitted  on  printed  briefe. 
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PhUo  Oridley^  for  the  appellant. 

Qwrdner  cfe  Burdick^  for  the  respondents. 

Selden,  J.  The  first  question  presented  by  this  case  is, 
what  were  the  rights  of  William  Utter  in  this  water-power, 
when  he  executed  the  mortgage  of  the  eleven  acres  to  John 
son,  in  August,  1831  ?  It  is  in  eflfect  declared  by  the  judg- 
ment, that  the  construction  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  dam  and 
the  canal  in  pursuance  of  the  license  of  Henry  Clarke  and 
Thier  Johnson,  the  construction  of  his  mills  on  the  eleven 
acres,  and  putting  his  machinery  therein  in  operation  by 
water  drawn  from  the  river  by  means  of  such  dam  and 
canal,  gave  to  him,  as  against  said  Clark  and  Johnson  and 
persons  claiming  under  them,  a  right  perpetually  to  main- 
tain the  dam  and  canal  and  use  the  water  as  they  were  then 
maintained  and  used.  This  judgment  rests  upon  the  position 
that  the  license,  after  the  construction  of  the  dam,  canal  and 
mills,  was  irrevocable.  If  this  position  be  sustained,  then  the 
parol  license,  by  means  of  the  expenditure  made  in  pursuance 
of  it,  was  deprived  of  its  character  as  a  license  and  l>ecame  a 
grant  in  fee  of  the  rights  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  In  my 
opinion  this  conclusion  is  in  conflict  with  well-established 
principles.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  licenses,  so  called, 
and  perhaps  properly  so  called,  have  been  regarded  as  grants, 
in  consequence  of  their  character,  and  of  what  has  been  done 
under  them ;  but  in  all  such  cases,  with  the  exception  of  a 
few  which  have  been  very  generally  condemned  (Brown  on 
Stat,  of  Frauds,  §§  28,  29  ;  3  Kent's  Com.,  453),  the  rights 
which  have  been  established  were  such  as  might  have  been 
granted  by  parol.  Whenever  the  right  claimed  was  such  as 
could  not  be  created  by  parol,  it  has  been  denied,  whatever  may 
have  been  done  under  the  license.  The  nature  of  both  classes 
of  licenses,  those  connected  with  grants  capable  of  taking 
effect  by  parol,  and  those  not  thus  capable,  is  clearly  pointed 
out  by  Baron  Aldbbson,  in  his  able  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Wood  V.  LeadhiMer  (13  M.  &  W.,  838),  in  the  course  of 
which  he  states  as  an  illustration  of  the  latter  class,  tlie  pre- 
cise case  now  under  consideration. 
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Ho  says  (at  p.  845),  ^'  A  mere  lioense  ia  revocable ;  bnt 
that  whicli  is  called  a  license  is  often  something  more  than  a 
license — ^it  often  comprises  or  is  connected  with  a  grant,  and 
then  the  party  who  has  given  it  cannot  in  general  revoke  it 
so  as  to  defeat  his  grant,  to  whidx  it  is  incident.  *  *  But 
where  there  is  a  license  by  parol,  coupled  with  a  parol  grant, 
or  pretended  grant  of  something  which  is  incapable  of  being 
granted  otherwise  than  by  deed,  there  the  license  is  a  mere 
license;  it  is  not  an  incident  to  a  valid  grant,  and  is  there- 
fore revocable.  Thus  a  license  by  A  to  hunt  in  his  park, 
whether  given  by  deed  or  by  parol,  is  revocable ;  it  merely 
renders  the  act  of  hunting  lawful,  which  without  the  license 
would  have  been  unlawful.  If  the  license  be  not  only  to 
hunt,  but  also  to  take  away  the  deer  when  killed,  this  is  in 
truth  a  grant  of  the  deer,  with  a  license  annexed  to  come  on 
the  land ;  and  supposing  the  grant  of  the  deer  to  be  good,  then 
the  license  would  be  irrevocable  by  the  party  who  had  given 
it ;  he  would  be  estopped  from  defeating  his  own  grant,  or 
act  in  the  nature  of  a  grant.  But  suppose  the  case  of  a 
parol  license  to  come  on  my  lands,  and  there  to  make  a  water- 
course to  flow  on  the  lands  of  the  licensee.  In  such  a  case 
there  is  no  valid  grant  of  the  water-course,  an^  the  lic^ise 
remains  a  mere  license,  and  therefore  capable  df  being 
revoked.  On  the  other  hand,  if  such  a  license  were  granted 
by  deed,  then  the  question  would  be  on  the  construction  of 
the  deed,  whether  it  amounted  to  a  grant  of  the  water-course ; 
and  if  it  did,  then  the  license  would  be  irrevocable."  The 
cases  of  license  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  the  licenser,  and  to 
cut  and  remove  tre^,  or  to  dig  and  carry  away  gravel,  or  to 
quarry  and  remove  marble,  and  the  like,  are  licenses  of  the 
class  first  mentioned,  where  the  grant  connected  with  the 
license,  wh^i  executed,  is  valid.  The  license  in  such  cases 
renders  lawful  the  entry  and  severance  of  the  article  granted, 
which  would  otherwise  be  a  trespass,  and  the  grant  operate? 
as  a  gift  of  the  severed  article,  a  parol  gift  of  which  wonld  be 
effectual  upon  delivery.  But  if  under  such  a  license  to  take 
marble  a  perpetual  right  were  asserted,  on  the  ground  that 
the  license  was  irrevocable,  the  case  would  fall  within  the 
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second  class,  and  the  right  eonld  not  be  maintamed,  as  it 
could  not  be  created  or  gpranted  by  parol ;  nor  would  it  aid 
the  licensee  to  show  that  he  had  been  induced  by  the  license, 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  litsensor,  to  erect  expensive  works 
on  his  own  adjoining  land,  for  the  purpose  of  working  the 
marble.  (Browne  on  Stat,  of  Frauds,  §§  jiT,  2S.) 

The  law  in  this  State,  and  generally  in  the  United  States, 
as  well  as  in  England,  la  in  entire  accordanoe  with  the  opin- 
ion of  Baron  Axdebson,  abore  mentioned.  The  subject  has 
been  so  often  and  so  fully  discussed,  that  a  review  of  the 
oases  would  be  a  useless  labor.  Mr.  Washburn,  in  his  Treatise 
on  Keal  Property,  has  stated  with  perfect  aoeuracy  the  sub- 
stance of  prominent  cases  bearing  directly  upon  the  point 
under  discussion,  and  I  avail  myself  of  his  stnnmary  of  the 
cases,  as  sufficient  for  the  present  occasion.  He  says :  "  In 
the  cases  of  Cook  v.  Steams  (11  Mass.,  583) ;  Gowlee  v.  Sib- 
ber (4  Fost.  [N.  H.],  864) ;  S^ens  v.  Stevene  {11  Mete.,  251), 
and  Munf&rd  v.  Whitney  (16  Wend.,  880),  the  license  was  to 
erect  a  dam  or  a  }>art  of  one  on  the  licenser's  land,  for 
raising  a  head  of  water  to  work  a  mill  of  the  licensee,  which 
was  held  to  be  revocable  after  the  dam  had  been  erected, 
without  reimbursing  the  licensee  for  his  expenses  thereby 
incurred.  In  Morse  v.  Capeland  (2  Ghray,  302)  ;  JSewlma  v. 
Shippam  (5  B.  &  C,  221) ;  F&rvtiman  v.  Smith  (4  East.,  107) ; 
and  Sampson  v.  Bwmside  (13  N.  H.,  264),  the  license  was  to 
dig  a  ditch  or  tunnel  in  the  licenser's  land,  to  divert  the 
wat^  of  a  stream  to  or  from  the  land  of  tiie  licensee^  and  it 
was  held  to  be  revocable,  though  lexeeuted,  without  remunera- 
tion to  the  licensee  for  his  expenses  thereby  incuired.  In 
the  cases  of  Prince  v.  Case  (10  Oonn.,  378),  and  Jaoissan  v. 
Bdhoock  (4  Johns.,  418),  a  license  to  erect  a  house  on  the 
licenser's  land  was  held  to  be  revocable  after  the  erection  of 
the  house.  In  RadeUm  v.  Putmim  (3  Chand.  [Wis.],  117), 
a  well  considered  and  ably  reasoned  case,  where  the  owner 
of  lands  licensed  the  owner  of  a  mill  site  idtuate  below  these 
to  flow  them  for  the  working  of  his  mill,  it  was  held  to  be  a 
revocable  license  after  the  licensee  had  erected  his  mill  and 
dam."  (1  Washb.  on  Eeal  Prc^erty,  400,  note.)    To  the 
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same  effect  are  the  cases  of  Jamieson  v.  Millemcm  (3  Duer., 
2S5) ;  jPbot  V.  JTew  Haven,  and  Nort/umijpton  Compamj  (23 
Conn.,  223) ;  EggUston  v.  N'ew  York  and  Harlem  Bail/road 
Company  (35  Barb.,  162).  The  decision  in  the  court  below 
is  in  conflict  with  all  the  foregoing  cases,  and  others  which 
might  be  referred  to,  and  I  think  it  equally  in  conflict  with 
the  common  law  rule,  that  an  easement  can  only  be  created 
by  deed  (or  its  equivalent  prescription),  with  the  statute  of 
frauds,  prohibiting  the  conveyance  of  any  interest  in  lands, 
other  than  short  leases,  without  writing  (2  E.  S.,  134,  §  6), 
and  with  the  statute  requiring  deeds  for  the  conveyance  of 
freehold  interests.  (1  R.  S.,  738,  §  137.) 

In  my  opinion,  the  principle  upon  which  the  decision  of 
the  court  below  rests,  would  substantially  repeal  the  conamon 
law  rule  and  the  statutes  above  referred  to ;  for  there  is  no 
interest  in  lands  which  may  not  be  made  the  subject  of  such 
irrevocable  license.  As  has  been  well  said  by  Mr.  Chtity, 
"  If  a  person  could  acquire  a*  perfect  right  by  a  license,  any 
one  has  only  to  get  a  person  to  swear  to  a  parol  license  by 
the  owner  of  land  to  buUd  a  house  upon  it,  and  thereby 
without  any  conveyance  by  deed,  he  would  acquire,  in  effect, 
all  the  beneflcial  right  of  an  owner  in  fee."  (1  Gen.  Prac., 
339 ;  JBenedid  v.  Benedict^  5  Day,  464 ;  Browne  on  Stat,  of 
Frauds,  §  29.) 

We  have  been  referred  to  no  reported  cases  having  any 
tendency  to  sustain  the  decision  that  the  license  in  question 
was  irrevocable,  except  those  of  Beviok  v.  £em  (14  8.  &  R., 
267)  and  Sephim  v.  McBoweU  (17  id.,  383).  The  last  of 
these  cases  contains  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  rule  to  be 
deduced  from  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  excepting 
the  approval  by  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  of  the 
case  of  Beviok  v.  Kem.  The  latter  case,  treating  it  as  one 
of  license  and  not  of  contract,  is  certainly  not  law  in  this 
State,  if  it  is  anywhere  beyond  the  jurisdiction  within  which 
it  was  decided.  {Jamieson  v.  MiUemaai^  3  Duer.,  261;  1 
Washb.  on  Eeal  Property,  400,  note.)  The  note  of  Messrs. 
Clark  and  Wallace,  to  the  case  of  Bevick  v.  Kem^  (2  Am. 
Lead.  Cases,  514,  1st  ed.),  so  far  ad  an  attempt  is  made  to 
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sustain  the  soundness  of  that  decision,  is  not  very  satisfac- 
tory in  its  reasoning,  and  the  learned  authors  seem  not  to 
have  found  much  in  the  way  of  authority  to  support  it.  The 
eflfbrt  to  sustain  it  appears  to  have  deprived  the  note  of  the 
clearness  and  consistency  which  usually  characterize  the 
notes  in  that  valuable  work. 

The  English  cases  which  have  been  supposed  to  give  some 
support  to  the  doctrine  of  the  irrevocability  of  licenses  under 
such  circumstances  as  this  case  presents,  were  reviewed  by 
Baron  Aldkbson,  in  the  opinion  brfore  referred  to,  and  their 
insufficiency  to  sustain  that  doctrine  was  clearly  demon- 
strated. 

There  is  another  class  of  cases  which  have  been  invoked 
in  support  of  the  same  doctrine ;  viz. :  where  the  owners  of 
lands  who  have  encouraged  others  to  expend  money  upon 
them,  under  an  erroneous  opinion  of  title,  have  been  pro- 
hibited from  afterward  asserting  their  legal  rights.  (  Wendell 
V.  Van  liensselaer,  1  Johns.  Ch.,  354.)  The  bases  of  these 
cases  is  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  land ;  and 
where  the  person  making  the  expenditure  knows  the  state 
of  the  title,  he  makes  it  at  his  peril,  and  acquires  no  equit- 
able rights  against  the  owner  thereby.  (Browne  on  Stat,  of 
Frauds,  §  29.) 

.  The  doctrine  of  the  presumption  of  a  grant  arising  from 
twenty  years'  adverse  possession,  has  been  urged  in  support 
of  the  plaiutifib'  claim ;  but  where  one  enters  and  holds  in 
pursuance  of  a  license,  the  holding  is  not  adverse,  and  no 
such  presumption  can  arise  out  of  it.  It  follows  from  what 
has  been  said,  that  the  only  right  which  "William  Utter  pos- 
sessed at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  his  mortgage  to  John- 
son, to  so  much  of  his  water-power  as  depended  upon  the 
license  of  Henry  Clarke,  was  the  right  to  the  use  of  such 
power  so  long  as  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  Henry  Clarke  saw 
fit  to  allow  such  use,  and  no  longer.  That  right  was  merely 
personal,  and  was  not  susceptible  of  conveyanee  to  another 
party.  (Browne  on  Stat,  of  Frauds,  §  22.)  Johnson,  there- 
fore, derived  no  title  to  that  portion  of  the  water-power 
through  the  mortgage  of  Utter.    As  Henry  Clarke  owned 
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upon  one  side  of  the  riyer^  and  Isaiah  Hilliard  npon  tiie  other^ 
^here  the  same  was  erected,  each  was  the  owner  of  one- 
half  the  stream,  and  confieqnently  this  deficiency  of  title  in 
Johnson  extended  to  one-half  of  the  water-power. 

As  to  the  other  half  of  the  stream,  Utter  had  a  perfect  title 
so  far  as  related  to  the  right  to  maintain  the  dam  for  the  long 
term  specified  in  his  llBase  from  Hilliard,  and  to  draw  the 
water  from  the  river,  and  throngh  the  canal  for  its  whole 
length,  excepting  that  piul;  wh^^  it  crosses  the  lands  of  Thier 
Johnson,  and  in  that  respect  his  right  (upon  the  principles 
abov^  laid  down)  depended  entirely  upon  the  pleasure  of 
Thier  Johnson,  or  of  those  who  may  have  become  his  sacces* 
eors.  That  right,  too,  derived  from  the  license  of  Thier 
Johnson,  was  merely  p^^sonal^  and  did  not  pass  by  force  of 
the  mortgage  to  William  Johnson. 

Utter,  however,  had  powOT  to  convey  the  ^itire  right  to 
his  half  of  the  water-power,  snbject  to  the  right  of  Thier 
Johnson  to  revoke  the  license  allowing  the  maintenance  of 
the  canal  and  the  flow  of  the  water  across  his  land. 

The  question  then  arises,  whether,  by  the  mortgage  to 
Johnson,  Utt^  conveyed  all  the  right  which  he  possessed  in 
this  half  of  the  water-power  (which  wonld  give  to  the  mort- 
gagee  a  perfect  title,  with  the  exception  of  the  right  to  main- 
tain the  canal  and  condnot  the  water  across  Thier  Johnson's 
land),  or  only  so  much  of  his  right  as  was  comprised  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  eleven  acres  described  in  the  mortgage. 
I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  this  question.  At  the  time  when 
the  mortgage  was  executed,  the  mill  was  in  op^^on,  its 
machinery  being  driven  by  water  drawn  from  the  river,  by 
means  of  the  dani  and  canal,  and  such  right  to  the  water- 
power  as  the  mortgagor  possessed^  not  depending  upon  mere 
license,  and  therefore  incapable  of  conveyaiwe,  passed  by  the 
mortgage  to  the  mortgagee.  {BwUemeier  v.  Aliro^  18  N.  Y., 
48.)  It  is  not  material  in  this  respect,  that  the  conveyance 
does  not  contain  the  word  "  appurtenances,"  or  any  equiva- 
lent expresssion,  nor  that  it  contains  no  reference  to  the  mill. 
The  deed  is  to  be  interpreted  as  though  it  had  been  executed 
and  ddivered  between  the  parties  in  view  of  the  premises^ 
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and  thus  interpreted,  it  must  be  held  to  convey  the  mill,  as 
€nch^  as  ftdly  and  completely  as  if  it  had  been  expressly 
named  in  the  grant,  and  with  the  mill,  aU  the  appurtenances, 
which  were  at  the  time  connected  with  it^  and  which  gave 
it  its  value  as  a  mill,  ao  far  as  the  grantor  had  power  to  con- 
vey the  same.  This  is  expressly  decided  in  the  case  of 
OoMey  V.  Stavley  (6  Wend.,  5^),  and  there  ia  nothing  in 
the  case  of  Tabor  v.  Bradley  (18  N.  T.,  109),  nnder  the 
peculiar  circmmstanoeB  disclosed  in  that  case,  which  is  incon*  * 
sistent  with  this  position. 

William  Johnson,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  his  mortgage  and 
its  foreclosure,  obtained  a  title  toone-half  of  the  water-power 
subject  to  the  right  of  Thier  Johnson,  to  stc^  the  flow  of  the 
stream  across  his  premises  at  pleasure,  and  perhaps  subject 
also  to  a  forfeitore  of  his  right  to  the  water  in  case  of  default 
in  payment  of  the  rent  on  the  lease  of  Billiard.  The  con- 
veyance of  the  mill  did  not  operate  as  an  assignment  of  tlie 
whole  interest  of  the  lessee  in  the  demised  premises,  but  only 
of  his  right  to  maintain  the  dam  and  caaal,  and  to  conduct 
the  water  across  such  premises.  If  the  lands  leased  possessed 
value  for  any  other  purpose,  to  that  extent  the  interest  of  the 
lessee  was  not  affected  by  the  mortgage  to  Johnson,  but 
passed  to  Francis  A.  Utter  on  the  assignment  of  the  lease  to 
him.  The  r^t  in  such  case  would  doubtless  be  apportioned 
between  the  assignees  according  to  the  value  of  their  several 
iiiterests.  (Gilbert  on  Eents,  158 ;  3  Kent's  Com.,  470 ;  Van 
Rensselaer  v.  Bradley^  8  Denio,  143.) 

This  qualified  title  to  one-half  the  waters  of  the  river  was 
vested  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  and  it  constituted  the  extent  of  their  tiMe  to  the 
water-power  which  they  were  xifiing  at  the  time  of  the  inter- 
fereijoe  by  the  defendants.  What  right  they  had  as  licensees 
or  otherwise  to  the  other  half  of  the  waters  of  the  river, 
depends  upon  the  state  of  the  tide  to  that  half  which  is  next 
to  be  considered. 

It  lias  already  been  slrown  that  the  title  to  one-half  the 
waters  of  the  river,  notwithstanding  the  license  to  Utter,  and 
what  was  tlone  by  him  in  pursuance  of  such  license,  remained 
52 
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iu  Henry  Clarke  at  the  time  of  his  death,  as  he  had  the 
right  at  any  time  during  his  life  to  revoke  the  license,  remove 
the  dam  and  apply  the  waters  to  any  use,  or  allow  them  to 
flow  in  their  natural  channel.  This  title  passed  by  his  will 
to  his  three  sons,  and  remains  in  them  still,  so  far  as  the 
case  shows,  unless  it  passed  to  Ethan  Clarke,  by  virtue  of  the 
conveyance  of  the  farm  by  them  to  him  on  the  7th  of  May, 
1881.  The  description  in  that  conveyance  begins,  "  at  a 
stake  and  stones  on  the  west  bank  of  the  UnadiUa  river,"  as 
a  starting  point  in  the  boundary  line,  and  runs  thence  by 
courses  and  distances  around  the  farm  until  it  comes  again 
"  to  the  Fnadilla  river,"  and  runs  "  thence  down  the  west 
bank  of  the  UnadiUa  river  as  it  winds  and  turns,  to  the 
place  of  beginning."  The  words  "  to  the  Unadilla  river," 
according  to  the  usual  interpretation  of  such  an  expression 
in  conveyances,  would  carry  the  line  to  the  center  of  the 
river,  as  the  general  rule  is  that  where  a  line  touches  a  river 
it  goes  to  the  center  ;  but  the  words  are  entirely  consistent 
with  an  interpretation  which  should  stop  the  line  at  the 
margin  or  bank  of  the  river :  and  whether  the  one  or  the 
other  interpretation  should  be  given  to  them  must  depend 
upon  the  apparent  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be  determined 
by  reference  to  the  other  portions  of  the  deed.  The  other 
expressions  of  the  deed  which  have  reference  to  the  river  I 
think  show  a  clear  intention  to  limit  the  operation  of  the 
grant  to  the  bank  of  the  river.  The  starting  point  is  une- 
quivocally from  "  the  bank,"  and  not  from  the  center  of  the 
river,  and  if  the  last  line  in  the  description  is  confined  to 
the  center  of  the  river,  it  cannot  run  "  to  the  place  of  begin- 
ning," as  the  description  requires ;  and  if  it  starts  from  the 
center  of  the  river,  and  runs  "  to  the  place  of  beginning,"  it 
would  neither  follow  the  center  of  the  river  nor  "  the  west 
bank  as  it  winds  and  turns,"  according  to  the  description  in 
the  deed.  From  the  terms  of  the  deed  alone,  I  think  it  must 
be  held  to  convey  the  farm  to  the  west  bank  of  the  river 
only,  leaving  the  title  to  the  river  and  the  land  covered  by 
it  in  the  grantors.  (See  CMlds  v.  Starr,  4  EGll.,  369.)  This 
construction  is   strongly  confirmed   by  the  circumstances 
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which  may  properly  be  considered  as  bearing  npon  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  deed,  that  the  river  was  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  by  the  grantors  controlled  and  nsed 
by  their  father's  friend,  in  pursuance  of  license  granted  by 
him  ten  years  before  his  death,  and  which  he  had  not  seen 
fit  during  his  lifetime,  nor  the  grantors,  his  sons,  after  his 
death,  to  revoke. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  right  to  that  part  of  the  water 
which  is  not  vested  in  the  plaintifls  remains  in  the  three  sons, 
devisees,  of  Henry  Clarke.  Ethan  Clarke  obtained  no  title 
to  it  by  his  deed  from  them,  and  consequently  conveyed  none 
by  his  demise  to  Francis  A.  Utter.  The  defendants,  there- 
fore, were  entirely  without  right  to  interfere  with  the  dam, 
or  to  divert  the  water  of  the  river  from  the  plaintiffs'  factory. 
The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the  diversion  of  the  water. 
It  appears  that  the  whole  stream  was  diverted  from  their 
factory,  and  ad  their  title  to  half  of  it  was  complete,  so  long 
as  Mr.  Thier  Johnson  allowed  it  to  flow  across  his  premises, 
there  can  be  no  dotlbt  of  their  right  to  recover  the  damages 
occasioned  by  the  diversion  of  such  half.  In  regard  to  the 
other  half,  their  right,  so  long  as  the  license  to  use  it  remained 
unrevoked,  was  a  perfect  possessory  right,  sufficient  to  sustain 
an  action  for  its  diversion  against  strangers.  The  referee 
reported  that  the  license  had  never  been  revoked,  by  which  I 
understand  that  there  had  been  no  direct  revocation  by 
Henry  Clarke,  or  his  successors  in  interest.  The  death  of 
the  original  licenser  was  itself  a  revocation  (1  Washburn  on 
Real  Property,  399  section  9),  but  it  was  optional  with  his 
devisees  to  enforce  the  revocation,  or  renew  or  continue  the 
license,  and  their  acquiescence  in  the  use  of  the  water  by 
the  licensee  and  his  successors,  from  the  death  of  their  father 
in  1831,  until  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action  in 
1847,  without  interfering  with  or  forbidding  such  use,  may 
doubtless  be  regarded  as  sufficient  evidence  of  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  license,  by  them,  in  favor  of  the  successive  occu- 
pants of  the  mills.  The  plaintiffs  were,  therefore,  entitled  to 
recover  the  damages  which  they  sustained  by  the  diversion  of 
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the  water,  unless  a  revocation  of  the  license  by  the  devisees 
of  Henry  Clarke,  prior  to  such  diversion,  can  be  shown.  As 
the  license  was  held  irrevocable  on  the  former  trial,  there  was 
^  no  object  in  the  introduction  <)f  proof  of  such  revocation,  if  it 
existed,  as  it  would  have  been,  under  that  ruUng,  wholly 
unavailing. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  should  be  granted,  as  against  the  defendant 
Francis  A.  Utter,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

The  defendant,  Ethan  Clarke,  has  not  appealed  from  the 
judgment  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
that  judgment  as  against  him  remains  undisturbed. 

Isaiah  Hilliard,  who  is  named  in  the  papers  as  a  defendant, 
does  not  appear  to  have  be<m  served  with  process,  or  to  have 
appeared  voluntarily,  and  he  is  not  therefore  a  party  to  the 
action.  The  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  as  against 
the  defendants,  William  Utter  and  Morris  W.  Utter,  has  not 
been  appealed  from;  consequently  they  have  ceased  to  be 
parties,  although  their  names  are  still  continued  in  the 
papers.  In  aU  fixture  proceedings  Francis  A.  Utter,  alone 
will  be  the  only  proper  party  defendant 

All  the  judges  concurring,  except  Hogsboox. 

Judgment  reversed. 

HoasBooM,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  by  the  defendant,  Francis 
A.  Utt^,  from  a  judgment  for  the  pkdntifis,  entered  upon 
the  report  of  a  referee,  and  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
at  General  Term. 

The  action  was  brought  to  establish  and  declare  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  in  and  to  a  certain  water-power,  arising  in, 
and  flowing  from,  the  Unadilla  river,  in  the  county  of  Ots^o, 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  the  diversion  of  the  water, 
and  to  recov^  damages  for  the  diversion  already  made.  The 
judgment  appealed  from  was  in  favor  of  the  plain  tiffi  in  all 
these  particulars. 

The  rights  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  and  sustained  by  the 
judgment,  are  to  maintain  a  dam  across  the  west  branch  of 
the  Unadilla  river,  and  a  canal  or  ditch  leading  therefrom  to 
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the  hoe  factory  of  the  plamti£&,  some  di&tanee  below ;  and 
to  pass  through  such  oaaal  so  much  of  the  wq.ter8  of  the 
UnadiUa  river  as  shall  be  aeceasarj  to  operate  the  plaiutiffs' 
works  in  the  manaer,  and  to  the  extent  they  have  been 
hitherto  enjoyed. 

The  dam  was  erected  in  1821,  across  the  UnadiUa  river,  by 
William  Utter,  who  did  not  own  the  lands  on  either  side  of 
the  stream  at  that  point ;  the  dam  on  the  north  or  west  shore 
resting  on  lands  of  Henry  Clarke,  and  on  the  south  or  east 
shore,  on  lands  of  Isaiah  Hilliard.  The  canal  passed  south- 
erly from  the  south  side  of  the  stream  through  lands  of  Isaiah 
Hilliard,  then  into  and  through  those  of  Thier  Johnson; 
then  into  and  through  a  four  acre  lot  of  William  Utter; 
then  into  an  eleven  acre  lot  of  William  Utter,  on  which  last 
mentioned  premises  the  factory  of  the  plaintifis  is  situated. 

The  plaintiffs  claim  title  thereto,  and  to  the  water-power  in 
question  through  William  Utter.  Utter  having  mortgaged 
the  eleven  acre  lot  at  an  early  day,  and  after  he  had  erected 
his  manufacturing  works,  to  William  Johnson,  Johnson  hav- 
ing foreclosed  the  mortgage,  and  on  auch  foreclosure  became 
the  purchaser,  and  having  subsequently  conveyed  the  same 
to  the  plaintil^. 

The  defendants  claim  under  Henry  Clarke,  who  died  in 
1831,  having  devised  the  premises  on  the  west  side  of  the 
river,  on  which  the  plaintiffs'  dam  abutted,  to  his  three  sons. 
They  conveyed  to  Ethan  Clarke,  and  the  latter  granted  to 
Francis  A.  Utter,  by  an  instrument  under  seal,  the  exclusive 
privilege  of  maintaining  so  much  of  the  mill  as  was  located 
on  said  Clarke's  premises,  and  also  the  privilege  of  control- 
ling the  water  by  dams  and  dykes  to  the  center  of  the  stream, 
for  fifteen  rods  above  the  dam,  and  below  the  dam  to  the 
south-eastern  terminus  of  Clarke's  land.  A  question  is  made 
wheth^  the  deed  to  Ethan  Clarke  carried  him  further  east 
than  to  the  west  bank  of  the  stream,  instead  of  to  the  center, 
as  the  defendants  claim.  This  question,  if  important,  wiU 
be  subsequently  oonsidered. 

The  defendants  also  make  claim  to  the  land  where  the 
dam  is  located,  and  adjoining  the  same  on  the  south  or  east 
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Bide  of  the  stream.  This  claim  is  through  William  Utter, 
who  in  1824  obtained  a  lease  of  the  same  from  Isaiah  Hil- 
liard  (the  then  owner)  for  10,000  years.  In  1839  William 
Utter,  in  consideration  of  $50  advanced  by  Francis  A.  Utter, 
assigned  to  him  and  to  his  brother,  Jacob  Sherrill  Utter,  the 
lease  above  mentioned,  from  Billiard  to  William  Utter. 

Francis  A.  Utter  is  the  principal  defendant,  and  the  other 
defendants  are  made  parties  to  the  suit  as  having  co-operated 
with  him  in  the  act  of  tapping  the  dam  and  diverting  the 
water,  which  led  to  the  institution  of  the  suit. 

The  defendants  thus  claim  to  have  had  the  ownership  and 
the  rightful  control  of  both  banks  of  the  stream  at  the  places 
where  the  dam  at  its  opposite  extremities  touched  the  shore, 
and  consequently  to  have  had  the  legal  right  to  control  the 
dam,  and,  if  they  pleased,  to  divert  the  water,  inasmuch  as 
the  plaintiffi  are  not  riparian  proprietors  on  the  stream  below. 
They  further  claim  that,  whether  their  acts  wBre  lawful  or 
imlawfal,  they  are  not  answerable  to  the  plaintiflfe,  whom 
tliey  insist  not  to  be  either  the  lawful  proprietors  of  the  dam, 
or  of  the  water-power,  or  of  the  right  to  divert  and  draw  the 
water  through  the  canal  to  their  works. 

The  plaintiffs'  claim  arises  in  this  wise :  When  William 
Utter  built  his  dam  across  the  river,  in  1821,  and  before  he 
constnictcd  the  same,  he  obtained  the  verbal  consent  and 
permission  of  Henry  Clarke  to  abut  the  north  or  west  end  of 
his  dam  on  his  land.  This  license  was  never  revoked.  On 
the  opposite  side  of  the  stream  William  Utter,  as  before 
stated,  obtained  from  Hilliard,  in  1824,  a  lease  of  the  land  for 
10,000  years.  He  also  obtained  from  Thier  Johnson,  across 
whose  lands  the  canal  passed  after  leaving  those  of  Hilliard, 
a  verbal  consent  to  construct  said  canal  across  his  lands.  This 
license  has  never  been  revoked.  The  residue  of  the  lands 
over  which  the  canal  passed,  being  the  four  acre  lot  and  the 
eleven  acre  lot,  were  lands  belonging  to  William  Utter 
himself. 

"  In  1821  or  1822,  William  Utter  erected  on  the  eleven 
acre  lot  a  saw-mill  and  carding  and  cloth-dressing  works,  and 
placed  therein  machinery  proper  to  be  used  in  such  works. 
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and  operated  the  same,  the  propelling  power  being  the  water 
drawn  from  said  dam  throngh  said  canal." 

So  far  as  appears,  this  nse  of  the  dam,  the  water,  the  canal, 
the  mills  and  machinery,  continued  without  objection  or 
interruption  up  to  1846.  In  that  year  the  plaintiff  Babcock, 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  plaintiffs,  contracted  to  purchase 
the  same  from  the  then  owner,  Johnson,  and  in  August,  1846, 
obtained  from  Johnson  a  quitclaim  deed  of  the  eleven  acres. 
In  November,  1846,  he  conveyed  an  undivided  interest 
therein  to  the  other  plaintiffs. 

"  After  such  purchase  the  plaintiflfe  removed  the  buildings 
used  by  Utter  for  the  saw-mill  and  clothing  works,  and 
erected  in  their  stead  a  valuable  building  for  a  hoe  factory, 
and  used  the  same  for  that  purpose,  propelling  the  machinery 
therein  with  the  water  from  the  dam  erected  by  said  Utter 
as  aforesaid,  through  said  canal  or  ditch." 

The  said  Utter  and  others,  who  occupied  the  eleven  acres, 
and  carried  on  the  mills  and  machinery  thereon,  found  it 
necessary  on  several  occasions  to  repair  the  said  dam,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  use  gravel  from  a  pit  on  the  lands  of  Henry 
Clarke,  or  those  claiming  under  him.  And  before  making 
such  repairs  on  some  of  such  occasions,  leave  to  go  on  to  said 
farm  to  get  said  gravel  to  repair  the  dam  was  asked  of  said 
owners  or  occupants,  and  granted. 

On  some  two  or  three  or  more  occasions,  while  William 
Utter  was  in  possession,  permission  was  asked  from  Henry 
Clarke  to  go  upon  his  land  to  repaii^the  dam.  The  right  of 
Utter  and  those  claiming  under  him  to  maintain  said  dam 
and  ditch,  and  draw  water  through  said  ditch,  was  never 
called  in  question  by  any  of  the  owners  of  the  lands  on 
which  said  dam  abutted,  and  over  which  said  canal  or  ditch 
was  dug,  until  after  the  contract  was  entered  into  between 
said  Johnson  and  Babcock  for  the  purchase  of  said  eleven 
acres. 

The  mortgage  by  Utter  to  William  Johnson,  before  men- 
tioned, was  given  in  1831,  upon  the  eleven  acre  lot  on  which 
the  miUs  and  machinery  stood  and  were  operated.  It 
described  the  premises  by  metes  and  bounds,  but  without  the 
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word  "  appurtenanoes,"  or  other  equivalent  words.  It  wa8 
foreclosed  in  1834  and  1835,  and  the  premises  were  pur- 
chased by  the  mortgagee^  who  entered  into  the  occupation 
thereof,  and,  as  before  stated,  subsequently  sold  and  conveyed 
the  same  to  Henry  H*  Babooek,  for  himself  and  the  o&xer 
plaintiff. 

On  this  state  of  facts,  the  plainti£&  claim  that  the  con> 
struction  of  the  dam  and  the  diteh,  the  mills  and  the 
machinery,  under  the  verbal  permission  of  the  owners  on 
both  sides  of  the  stream,  never  withdrawn,  and  the  written 
lease  of  the  owner  on  the  south  side,  the  erection  of  valuable 
buildings  and  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money  for  the 
apparent  purpose  of  a  continuing  and  permanent  business, 
before  the  eyes  and  in  the  presence  of  the  owners  of  the  land 
on  both  sides  of  the  stream,  and  the  continued  operation  of 
these  improvements  for  manufacturing  purposes  fco*  a  long 
series  of  years,  without  objection  or  interruption,  constitute, 
in  equity,  an  irrevocable  license  &om  such  owners  to  the 
continued  use  of  the  stream  for  the  purpose  named,  and  per- 
petually forbid  any  interference  on  the  part  of  such  owners 
with  privileges  thus  enjoyed  by  their  express  consent  and 
permission,  and  that  the  plaintiflb  are  the  legitimate  succes- 
sors to  the  rights  thus  granted  to  William  Utter,  imder  the 
mortgage  foreclosure,  as  incidents  and  appurtenances  to  the 
ownership  of  the  eleven  acres,  notwithstanding  the  mortgage 
did  not  in  terms  contain  any  reference  to  the  dam,  canal, 
water-power,  or  the  mo<Je  of  the  use  thereof. 

The  position  of  the  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  is  that 
the  right  to  abut  the  dam  on  the  shores  of  the  river  was  a 
right  pertaming  to  real  estate,  and  involved  an  interest  in 
lands  which  could  not  pass  or  be  conferred  otherwise  than  by 
deed  or  writing;  that  the  license  was  verbal  and  without 
consideration,  and  liable  at  any  time  to  be  withdrawn  or 
revoked ;  that  it  could  not  ripen  into  a  right  by  lapse  of  time, 
because  there  was  no  adverse  possession,  but  one  always  held 
and  enjoyed  in  subordination  to  the  ri^ts  of  the  tame  owner ; 
that  whatever  may  have  been  the  rights  of  Utter,  they  did 
not  pass  by  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  to  Johnson,  inas- 
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much  afl  the  rights  now  in  question  wer^  not  mentioned  or 
alluded  to  in  that  conreyanoe,  or  in  the  proceedings  to  eon- 
fininmate  title  thereon ;  and  that,  therefore,  whatever  may  be 
the  rights  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintifib  are  not  in  a  con- 
dition to  institute  or  maintain  this  suit  for  want  of  the 
requisite  interest  in  the  subject-matter  involved. 

They  ftirther  contend  that  the  purchase  by  the  defendants 
of  Henry  Clarke's  iuterost  in  the  mode  appearing  by  the 
proois,  vested  in  them  the  title  of  Henry  Clarke  to  the  lands 
on  the  west  side  of  the  stream  to  the  center  thereof;  and  the 
assignment  by  William  Utter  to  them  of  the  flilliard  lease 
vested  in  them  the  title  of  Hilliard  during  the  continuance 
of  the  lease  to  the  lands  on  the  east  side  of  the  stream,  to 
the  center  thereof. 

These  are  the  questions  to  be  eonsidered.  In  examining 
them,  it  will  be  convenient  to  inquire:  First,  what  were  the 
rights  of  William  Utter  in  the  premises  in  question  prior  to 
the  foreclosure  of  the  Johnson  mortgage  and  independent  of 
that  mortgage !  Second,  what  rights  became  vested  by  the 
mortgage  and  the  foreclosure  therepf  in  William  Johnson  and 
through  him  in  the  plainti% } 

Let  us  see  what  has  been  the  cause  of  adjudication  on  this 
subject 

The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is  a  difficult 
one,  and  the  cases  are  by  no  means  nniform,  and  perhaps  no 
well-defined  rule  can  be  extracted  firom  them. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  permis- 
sion to  build  the  dam  and  abut  the  same  npon  the  lands  of 
Henry  Clarke  was  a  mere  Uoense,  or  an  interest  in  lands. 
The  distinction  between  the  two  is  periiaps  as  accurately 
defined  in  the  leading  case  of  Mumford  v.  Whitney  (16 
Wend.,  880)  as  in  any  other.  A  license  is  an  authority  to 
enter  upon  the  lands  of  another  and  do  some  act  or  series  of 
acts  thereon,  without  passing  or  intending  to  pass  an  estate 
therein.  When  they  partake  of  the  latter  charad;er  they  lose 
the  character  of  a  mere  license  and  then  become  an  interest 
in  lands. 

55 
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The  former  may  be  by  parol ;  are  vaKd,  thongh  not  in 
writing;  are  usually  founded  in  personal  confidence,  and  not 
assignable;  are  generally  revocable,  but  sometimes  irrevo- 
cable; confer  complete  protection  until  revoked;  are  always 
revocable  when  executory,  and  generally  irrevocable  when 
executed.  The  latter  are  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  to 
be  in  writing,  and  are  void  if  not  so,  inasmuch  as  they  pass  or 
confer  an  estate  in  the  land,  and  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the 
law,  as  well  as  against  the  explicit  directions  of  the  statute, 
that  they  should  have  force  and  validity  unless  manifested  in 
writing.  (See  ako  Wolfe  v.  Frosty  4  Sandf.  Ch.,  72.) 

I  think  it  also  sufficiently  clear  that  permission  to  build  a 
dam  across  a  stream  of  water  and  abut  the  same  upon  the 
lands  of  another,  when  designed  not  merely  for  temporary 
but  permanent  use  with  a  view  to  collect  and  divert  water 
for  milling  and  manufacturing  purposes,  is,  under  the  deci- 
sions of  our  courts,  of  a  nature  which  passes  an  interest  in 
lands,  and  if  it  is  to  possess  the  characteristics  of  a  right 
instead  of  a  mere  license,  must,  in  order  to  confer  stick  right 
and  to  operate  as  a  complete  protection  to  the  licensee  or 
grantee,  be  in  writing.  Such  was  the  express  decision  in 
Mumford  v.  Whitney,  swpra.  (See  also  Thompson  v.  Oreg- 
fjry,  4  Johns.,  81;  Jcmdeson  v.  MiUemcm,  3  Duer,  255; 
Jackson  v.  BcAooch,  4  Johns.,  418 ;  MiUer  v.  Avbttm  cfe  Sj/rc^ 
ctise  B.  JR.  Co.,  6  Hill,  61 ;  Brown  v.  Woo&worth,  6  Barb., 
550;  Pitlci/n  v.  Long  Islcmd  R.  B.  Co.,  2  Barb.  Ch.,  221.) 

Notmthstanding  the  weight  of  adjudication  in  regard  to 
the  nature  of  such  an  interest  and  the  necessity  of  a  writing 
or  a  deed  to  give  it  complete  efficacy,  there  are  many  cases 
wliich  hold  that  the  licensee  who  relies  in  good  faith  upon 
tlie  license  given,  and  acts  upon  it  and  makes  permanent 
improvements,  is  not  altogether  remediless.  Thus  in  Wood 
V.  L(ike  (Saycr,  3),  a  parol  agreement  to  stack  coals  on  part 
of  a  close  for  seven  years  with  the  use  of  that  part  of  the 
close,  was  held  good.  So  in  Mwmford  v.  Whi^m^  (15 
Wend.,  387),  it  is  said  that  a  license  to  enter  upon  land,  while 
it  remains  executory,  may  be  revoked  at  pleasure;  but  when 
executed,  it  in  general  can  only  be  revoked  by  placing  the 


1864.]  Babcock  v.  Utteb.  419 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Hooeboou,  J. 

other  party  in  the  same  situation  in  which  he  stood  before  he 
entered  upon  its  execution. 

In  Wmter  v.  BrockweU  (8  East,  308),  where  the  defendant, 
with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  plaintiff,  placed  a 
sky-light  over  an  open  area  above  the  plaintiff's  window,  by 
means  of  which  light  and  air  were  prevented  from  enterinjr, 
and  the  plaintiff,  after  it  was  done,  gave  notice  to  have  it  re- 
moved, Lord  Ellenbobough  held,  on  the  trial,  that  the  license 
having  been  acted  on^  amd  expense  incwrred^  it  could  not  he 
recalled  without  offering  to  pay  all  the  expenses  hicurred 
under  it.  The  defendant  had  a  verdict,  and  a  new  trial  was 
denied. 

In  Kem  v.  BuricJc  (14  Serg.  &  Rawle,  267),  the  defend- 
ant had  given  the  plaintiff  permission  to  divert  a  stream 
of  water  and  to  pass  the  same  over  defendant's  land  for  the 
purpose  of  propelling  a  mill  which  the  plaintiff  thereafter 
built  on  his  own  land.  The  court  held  the  license  iiTevoca- 
ble  after  the  expense  had  been  incurred ;  that  a  license  may 
become  an  agreement  or  valuable  consideration,  as,  when  the 
grantee  has  made  improvements,  or  invested  capital  in  con- 
sequence of  it,  he  has  become  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration ;  and  that  equity  would  decree  the  specific  per- 
formance of  such  an  agreement ;  that  a  right  under  a  license 
was  co-extensive  with  the  pbject  intended,  and  if  it  was 
designed  to  be  permanent  in  character  and  a  perpetual 
exclusion  of  the  owners  rights,  it  was'of  unlimited  duration. 

In  Wetmnore  v.  White  (2  Oaines'  Cases  in  Error)  an  executed 
parol  contract  for  the  danuning  and  diversion  of  water  to  one 
side  of  a  stream,  the  opposite  shores  of  which  were  owned  by 
different  owners,  was  upheld  and  enforced  as  a  contract  for 
its  perpetual  diversion. 

In  Pierreponl  v.  Ba/ma/rd  (2  Seld.,  279),  it  was  held  by  this 
court  that  a  parol  license  to  cut  and  carry  away  standing 
timber,  when  ftiUy  executed  before  revocation,  constitutes  a 
complete  protection  to  the  licensee ;  and  that,  notwithstand- 
ing there  was  an  agreement  between  the  parties  in  a  writ- 
ten contract  for  the  sale  of  the  lands,  the  purchaser  should 
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not  cut  any  timber  without  the  consent  or  approbation  of  the 
vendor  in  writing. 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that,  determining  the  case  by  the  rules 
of  the  common  law,  there  are  a  large  number  of  apparently 
well-considered  cases  in  opposition  to  those  here  referred  to. 
They  are  almost  all  of  them  cited  in  the  leading  cases  of 
Mumford  v.  Whitney  and  Pierrepont  v.  Ba/ma/rd,  swpra. 
They  are  quite  numerous,  and  many  of  them  I  think  irrecon- 
cilable with  the  doctrine  contained  in  most  of  the  foregoing 
cases.  They  are  so  folly  discussed  in  the  two  cases  above 
cited  that  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  repeat  them  here,  other- 
wise than  "by  a  reference  to  their  titles.  (See  Cooh  v.  Stea/mSj 
11  Mass.,  633 ;  Green  v.  Armstrong^  1  Denio,  650 ;  Mocre  v. 
WaU^  3  Wend.,  104;  FerUinam  v.  Smithy  4  East,  108 ;  Beio- 
Uns  V.  Skippdm^  6  Bam.  &  Cress.,  210 ;  Bryan  v.  Whistler j 
8  id.,  288 ;  Thomsom  v.  Gfregory^  4  Johns.,  81 ;  Jackgon  v. 
Buel,  9  id.,  298.)  . 

In  this  apparently  irreconcilable  conflict  of  authority  in 
the  courts  of  the  common  law,  it  is  proper  to  consider  whether 
a  more  liberal  rule  prevails  in  equity.  We  are  determining 
this  case  in  a  court  and  in  an  action  of  the  latter  description, 
and  it  is  fit  that  we  should  examine  the  cause  of  adjudication 
in  tribunals  of  that  description,  and  see  if  there  be  anything 
there  to  relax  the  unbending  rigor  of  the  common  law. 

In  Miller  v.  The  Aubtem  and  Syraetise  JSailroad  Ccmpcmy 
(6  Hill,  63),  already  quoted,  Justice  Oowen  observes :  "  How 
far  the  cases  mentioned  may  accord  with  the  rule  of  equity 
which  sometimes  enforces  parol  conveyances  made  on  valua- 
ble consideration  and  executed  by  possession,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  inquire." 

In  PierreporU  v.  Bwma/rd  (2  Seld.,  304),  Justice  Geid- 
LfiT  observes :  ''  But  it  will  be  asked,  is  there  no  remedy  for  a 
party  who  has  proceeded  under  a  parol  license  and  expended 
his  money  and  labor  on  the  timber  in  manufacturing  it  into 
lumber  ?  I  answer,  there  is  no  remedy  at  law,  any  more  than 
there  is  in  a  case  where  a  man  purchases  a  himdred  wst&&  of 
land  by  contract,  and  expends  a  thousand  dollars  in  improve- 
ments upon  it,  and  is  sued  in  ejectment  by  the  owner  of  the 
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legal  estate.  In  hoth  oases  he  may  JUe  his  bill  m  chancery  for 
relief  J  when,  that  court  toill  see  equal  and  exact  justice  done 
to  both  parties.  At  law  there  Ib  no  remedy,  and  the  defend- 
ant, before  he  can  have  any  relief,  mnst  seek  it  at  the  door  of 
another  tribunal." 

In  ITerr  v.  Hurick  (14  Serg.  &  Eawle,  267),  before  quoted, 
Justice  Gibson  remarks,  in  a  case  very  analogous  to  the 
present,  that  egwty  wotUd  decree  the  specific  pevformance  of 
such  an  agreemerU. 

The  leading  cases  in  equity  are  collected  and  freely 
extracted  from  in  Angell  on  Water-Courses,  sections  318  to  326 
inclusive.  I  will  only  briefly  refer  to  a  few  of  them.  The 
author  says  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  equity  proceed  on 
the  principle,  not  that  the  right  passes  by  parol  license  or 
agreement,  but  that  wherever  one  party  has  executed  it  by 
payment  of  money,  taking  possession  and  making  valuable 
improvements,  the  conscience  of  the  other  is  bound  to  carry 
it  into  execution,  and  equity  will  compel  him  to  do  it.  (Refer- 
ring to  Le  Fevre  v.  £e  Fevre,  4  Serg.  &  Eawle,  241 ;  Mc- 
EHUp  V.  M.  I.  Gheany,  4  Watts,  817.) 

So  when  one  stood  by  and  saw  his  water-course  diverted, 
but,  instead  of  preventing  it,  encouraged  the  work  while  it 
was  going  on,  and  afterward  brought  his  action  at  law,  he 
was  restrained  by  injunction.  (2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.,  523.)  So  in 
the  case  of  long  possession  of  a  water-course  by  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendant  having  cut  a  channel  on  his  own  land  and  set 
up  a  sluice  so  as  to  divert  the  stream,  a  decree  was  made  for 
the  plaintiff.  (  WhiU  Church  v,  Bide,  2  Ark.,  891.) 

Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham,  in  WUUa/tns  v.  jEarl  of 
Jersey  (1  Craig  &  Phil.  Ch.,  97),  says,  a  party  may  so 
encourage  that  which  he  afterward  complains  of  as  a  nui- 
sance as  to  prevent  him  from  complaining  of  it,  and  be 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  any  injunction,  and  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  a  party,  seeing  a  nuisance  in  course  of  erection, 
to  give  notice  of  his  intention  to  object. 

The  case  of  Wetmore  v.  White  (2  Caines'  Cases  in  Error,  87) 
has  been  before  referred  to.  The  judgment  was  unanimous, 
and  the  court  held  that  a  parol  agreement,  in  part  performed. 
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was  not  within  the  statnte  of  frauds.  In  Hvlme  v.  Sheeve 
(3  Green  [N.  J.]  Ch.,  16),  the  use  of  water-gates  by  the 
defendant  for  four  years,  with  the  assent  of  the  complainants, 
was  held  to  give  the  right  to  continue  them,  so  long  as  con- 
fined to  their  original  purpose. 

The  case  of  JivHch  v.  Kerr  (14  Serg.  &  Kawle,  267), 
before  referred  to,  is  a  signal  instance  of  the  rule  which  a 
court  of  equity  enforces  in  cases  similar  to  that  nnder  consid- 
eration. The  court,  among  other  things,  says :  '^  A  right 
imder  a  license,  when  not  specially  restricted,  is  commensu- 
rate with  the  thing  of  which  the  license  is  an  accessory. 
Permission  to  use  water  for  a  mill,  or  anything  else  that  was 
viewed  by  the  parties  as  a  permanent  erection,  will  be  of 
unlimited  duration  and  survive  the  erection  itself,  if  it  should 
be  destroyed  or  fall  into  a  state  of  dilapidation,  in  which  case 
the  parties  might  perhaps  be  thought  to  be  remitted  to  their 
former  rights.  But  having  had  in  view  an  unlimited  enjoy- 
ment of  the  privilege,  the  grantee  has  purchased,  by  the 
expenditure  of  money,  a  right,  indefinite  in  point  of  duration, 
which  cannot  be  forfeited  by  non-user,  unless  for  a  period 
sufficient  to  raise  the  presuniption  of  a  release." 

These  views  appear  to  me  to  be  sound,  and,  if  supported  by 
the  facts  of  this  case,  to  have  a  direct  and  decisive  bearing 
upon  the  present  controversy.  They  seem  to  establish  the 
following  propositions : 

First.  The  permission  to  erect  a  dam  across  the  IJnadilla 
river,  and  to  abut  the  same  upon  the  land  of  the  riparian 
owner,  whether  it  be  regarded  as  a  mere  license  or  as  confer- 
ring an  interest  in  land,  may  become,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, irrevocable,  and  ripen  into  a  right,  notwithstanding 
such  permission  may  be  by  parol.  But  for  what  seems  to  be 
the  weight  of  authority  at  the  common  law,  I  should  have 
had  some  doubt  whether  such  permission  was  not  rather  a 
license  than  an  easement — a  privilege  to  employ  the  land  for  a 
particular  purpose,  rather  than  an  interest  in  the  land  itself— 
revocable,  perhaps,  in  its  nature,  while  executory.  And  per- 
haps so,  after  it  was  executed,  if  obviously  intended  as  merely 
gratuitous  and  temporary  in  its  operation ;  but  not  irrevoca- 
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ble  afler  it  was  executed,  if  originally  contemplated  to  be 
perpetual,  or  so  reasonably  expected  to  be  by  the  licensee, 
and  if  it  was  followed  by  substantial  erections  and  perma- 
nent improvement,  made  with  the  knowledge  of  the  owner 
of  the  land  and  without  objection  by  him,  and  therefore  with 
his  acquiescence  and  consent. 

Second.  The  same  considerations  are  in  substance  applica- 
ble if  the  permission  amount  to  an  easement  or.  interest  in 
land  instead  of  a  mere  license  to  do  certain  acts  upon  it. 
Though  such  an  interest  cannot  be  conferred  by  parol,  and  a 
defense  resting  upon  it  may  possibly  be  unavailable  at  law, 
yet  in  equity,  if  the  grant  was  designed  to  be  unlimited  in 
point  of  time,  permanent  in  point  of  interest,  to  invite  large 
outlays  of  money  and  of  labor,  and  such  were  actually  made 
in  good  faith,  in  honest  reliance  upon  the  perpetuity  of  the 
grant,  and  with  the  acquiescence  and  consent  of  the  owner 
of  the  land,  he  is  in  equity  estopped  from  violating  the  rights 
thus  conferred,  and  it  would  be  a  fraud  for  him  to  attempt  to 
do  so. 

Third.  'The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  relief  depends  upon 
the  establishment  of  these  facts.  If  the  license  was  designed 
to  be  of  only  temporary  duration  it  has  probably  long  since 
expired.  If  it  was  intended  to  be  restricted  to  the  saw-mill 
and  clothing  works  originally  erected  and  to  business  of  that 
description,  it  cannot  be  enlarged  so  as  to  embrace  manufac- 
tures of  an  entirely  different  and  essentially  permanent 
character,  and  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  any  event  to  a 
perpetual  injunction  depends  upon  the  structures  and 
improvements  being  permanently  devoted  to  the  purposes 
for  which  the  grant  was  originally  made.  When  they  cease 
to  be  thus  appropriated,  the  right  ceases,  and  the  privileges 
revert  to  the  grantor  or  his  successors  in  the  title. 

The  act  of  constructing  the  dam  was,  when  done,  justifia- 
ble. It  was  done  with  the  permission  of  the  owners  of  the 
land,  and  was,  so  far,  an  executed  license.  It  was  done  for  a 
manifest  purpose,  to  wit :  to  procure  a  head  of  water  and  to 
divert  such  water  from  the  bed  of  the  stream.  It  was  fol- 
lowed in  the  same  year  by  the  construction  of  a  canal  over 
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kndB  held  by  three  different  oWnete,  with  the  obvious  intent 
to  appropriate  th6  water-power  to  milling  or  mannfactnring 
purpoeed  at  the  terminus  of  the  canaL  It  was  followed,  in 
the  same  or  the  next  subsequent  year,  by  the  construction 
of  the  daw-mill  and  carding  and  cloth-dressing  works,  to 
the  operation  of  which  Utter  and  his  successors  for  twenty- 
five  years  devoted  the  property.  The  owners  on  both  sides 
of  the  stream  saw  these  buildings  in  the  course  of  construc- 
tion and  these  expenditures  being  made*  They  must  neces- 
sarily have  been  of  considerable  magnitude.  The  question 
is,  what  effect  they  had  upon  the  rights  of  the  owners  of  the 
land.  Could  the  license  be  revoked  if  they  saw  these 
expenditures  going  on,  perceived  the  improvements  to  be  of 
a  permanent  character^  and  could  reasonably  have  antici- 
pated these  results  at  the  outset?  I  am  of  opinicoi  they 
could  not*  It  would  be  in  effect  giving  countenance  to  fraud. 
They  were  bound  to  object  in  season,  if  they  had  reason  to 
anticipate  these  l^esul1B.  They  had  no  right  to  stand  sil^itly 
by  and  witness  large  expenditures  for  permanent  improve- 
ments, 'without  interposing  any  objection.  If  the  permission 
was  gratuitous  it  ought  to  have  been  withheld*  The  making 
of  the  expenditures  constituted  in  effect  a  consideration.  It 
involved  the  payment  of  money  by  the  grantor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  resulted  in  harm  to  him,  whether  it  was  or  was  not 
a  benefit  to  Olarke. 

The  effect  of  the  acquiescence  of  the  adjoining  owners  as 
an  estoppel  or  as  imparting  irrevocability  to  the  license, 
depends^  it  is  true^  in  part  upon  the  lapee  of  time,  in  part 
upon  the  amount  of  expenditures  made,  and  in  part  upon 
the  permanency  of  the  improvements  actually  made  ot  rea- 
sonably anticipated.  No  doubt  the  license  could  have  been 
revoked,  if  done  before  it  was  executed.  Whether  it  would 
be  to  that  extent  afterward,  must  depend,  I  think,  up<Mi  cir- 
cumstances. Did  the  adjoining  owners  know  that  a  dam  was 
to  be  erected  in  its  material  and  mode  of  constmction  solid 
and  permanent  ?  Did  they  see  the  ditch  in  course  of  con- 
struction well  excavated  and  continued  over  adjoining  lands 
to  an  eligible  location  for  milling  or  manu&eturing  works  1 
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Did  they  observe  these  works  in  process  of  constraction,  and 
have  reason  to  infer  from  their  material,  their  extent,  their 
mode  of  constraction,  their  location,  that  they  were  designed 
to  be  permanent  ?  I  think  we  may  answer  all  these  ques- 
tions in  the  affirmative.  If  not  directly  fonnd  by  the  referee, 
they  are  reasonably  inferable  from  his  report  The  con- 
trary of  them  certainly  is  not  fonnd,  and  we  may  make  any 
reasonable  intendment  in  support  of  the  jadgmcnt. 

These  improvements  were  thus  perfected  within  ojie  j'oar, 
or  at  most  within  two  years,  after  tlie  license  was  first  given. 
The  licensers  had  reason  to  anticipate  from  tiie  first,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  license  sought,  the  permanency  of  the 
contemplated  structures  and  improvements.  If  tlioy  had 
not,  then  they  had  abundant  opportunity  within  that  period 
plainly  and  promptly  to  make  their  protest  against  their  fiir- 
ther  prosecution.  I  think  they  were  bound  to  do  so.  It 
was  a  fraud  ^^t  to  do  so,  if  they  designed  any  subse^iuent 
revocation  of  the  license.  If  they  were  silent  when  they 
ought  to  speak)  they  cannot  now  be  heard  when  they  ought 
to  be  silent.  Whatever  may  be  the  rale  at  law,  I  think  in 
such  cases  equity  is  competent,  and  is  in  the  constant  prac- 
tice of  administOTing  proper  relief. 

These  considerations  derive  additional  force  fi^m  the  lapse 
of  time.  The  licenser  not  only  held  his  peace  while  these  struc- 
lures  were  in  course  of  erection,  but  he  never  opened  his  mouth 
in  his  lifetime  to  object  to  William  Titter's  proceedings.  Clarke 
died  in  1831 ;  he  was  the  friend  and  connection  of  Utter ;  he 
devised  his  property  to  his  sons ;  they  made  no  objection. 
In  the  same  year  they  conveyed  to  Ethan  Claj-ke ;  he  made 
no  objection,  at  least  till  1846,  after  the  plaintiffi  had  con- 
tracted to  purchase  of  Johnson,  and  then  he  only  objected  by 
granting  to'  the  defendant,  Francis  A.  Utter,  the  exclusive 
privilege  of  maintaining  the  dam,  and  controlling  the  water 
to  the  west  of  the  center  of  the  stream*  There  was  no  notice 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  no  express  prohibition  to  them  to  con- 
tinue in  the  exercise  of  the  privileges  theretof(»e  enjoyed.  It 
was  no  consent  to  the  destruction  or  injury  of  the  dam,  but  a 
provision  for  its  maintenance  and  for  the  use  of  the  water  by 
54 
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the  defendants.  It  was  in  effect  a  subsequent  license  to  the 
defendants,  inconsistent  it  may  be,  to  some  extent,  with  that 
conferred  on  the  plaintiffi,  but  still  subsequent  in  point  of 
time.  Was  it  intended  thereby  to  destroy  the  plaintiffs' 
right?  Was  it  designed  to  confer  on  Utter  the  right  to 
destroy  or  mutilate  the  dam  ? 

Assume  that  the  object  was  to  revoke  the  license  and  confer 
the  privileges  on  the  defendant.  Utter.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
Ethan  Clarke  was  not  in  a  situation  to  do  so ;  that  the  charac 
ter  of  the  license  given,  and  the  rights  intended  to  be  enjoyed 
under  it,  the  exercise  of  those  rights  in  accordance  with  the 
licensegiven,  without  objection  or  interruption,  the  valuable 
character  of  the  structures  erected,  the  magnitude  of  the 
expenditures  incurred,  the  pennanency  of  the  improvements 
made,  the  acquiescence  of  all  the  parties,  constitute  in  equity 
a  bar  to  the  subversion  of  the  plaintiffs'  privileges,  and  the 
destruction  of  their  property. 

Such  was  the  state  of  things  before  the  foreclosure  of  the 
Johnson  mortgage.  As  the  plaintiffs  claim  under  that  fore- 
closure, it  remains  to  be  considered  whether  it«  effect  was 
to  secure  a  transmission  of  the  rights  of  William  Utter  to 
Johnson,  and  to  the  plaintiffi  as  his  grantees. 

The  defendants  insist,  as  I  understand  them :  first,  that  in 
the  mortgage,  the  premises  are  described  only  by  metes  and 
bounds,  without  any  fit  words  to  pass  the  appurtenances, 
and  therefore  that  the  foreclosure  of  that  mortgage  and  the 
purchase  by  the  mortgagee  did  not  pass  the  title  to  tie  dam 
and  water-privileges,  first,  because  there  are  no  apt  words  of 
description  under  which  they  would  be  conveyed ;  second, 
because  they  are  not  properly  appurtenances  to  the  eleven 
acre  lot :  and,  second,  that  by  reason  of  the  union  of  title,  and 
of  possession  of  the  eleven  acre  lot,  and  the  four  acre  lot  in 
the  same  person,  to  wit,  William  Utter,  the  easement  or 
right  of  passage  across  the  four  acre  lot  lost  its  character  of 
an  appurtenance,  inasmuch  as  it  never  exists  as  a  distinct 
right  or  interest  over  a  man's  own  property,  and  became 
merged  or  united  with  his  general  ownership  over  the  whole 
property,  and  third,  that  even  if  the  right  vested  in  Johnson 
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by  his  purchase  at  the  mortgage  Bale,  it  did  not  pass  to  the 
plaintife  under  the  quitclaim  deed  from  Johnson  to  them, 
or  to  Babcock,  which  both  failed  to  describe  the  premises  so 
as  to  pass  this  easement,  and  was  not  intended  to  pass  it  in 
point  of  fact. 

1.  The  general  rule  is  unquestionable,  that  whatever  is 
necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  a  grant,  or  in  common  use 
with  the  subject  of  a  grant,  passes  with  it  to  the  purchaser 
as  an  incident  or  part  of  the  same,  without  express  words. 
Whether  a  right  of  way  or  other  easement  is  embraced  in  a 
deed  is  always  a  question  of  construction  of  the  deed,  having 
reference  to  its  terms  and  the  practical  incidents  belonging 
to  the  grantor  of  the  land  at  tlie  time  of  the  conveyance. 
{HuUemeier  v.  Albro^  18  N.  Y.,  48 ;  Tabor  v.  BraMey^  18 
id.,  109 ;  21  id!,  505 ;  Oakley  v.  Stwrdey,  5  Wend.,  523.) 

The  case  of  Tahor  v.  Bradley  (18  N.  Y.,  109)  is  supposed 
by  the  defendants  to  lay  down  a  different  doctrine,  but  I 
think  otherwise.  That  case  stands  on  its  peculiar  circum- 
stances, and  if  well  decided  (which  I  will  not  discuss,  and  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  dispute),  should  not  be  intrusted  as 
authority  beyond  the  range  of  the  facts  therein  mentioned. 
It  was  held  in  that  case,  that  the  premises  conveyed  by  metes 
and  bounds  did  not  pass  a  mill-dam  and  water-privilege 
alleged  to  exist  thereon,  but  it  is  distinguished  in  three  par- 
ticulars (one  of  which  is  mentioned  by  Judge  Pbatt,  and  two 
by  Judge  Denio)  from  most  cases  of  this  description.  First, 
it  contained  no  evidence  that  the  grantors  knew  or  supposed 
there  existed  any  such  rights  or  privileges  on  the  premises. 
Second,  the  mill-dam  and  water-privilege  according  to  the  fair 
inference  from  the  evidence,  were  not  m  eooistenoe  on  the 
premises  at  the  time  of  the  conv^eyanee,  or  at  least  it  is  doubt- 
ful whether  they  were.  Third,  the  presumption  of  knowlege 
in  the  grantor  of  the  nature,  incidents  and  privileges  of  this 
description  existing  on  the  premises,  arising  in  ordinary  cases, 
was  held  not  to  apply  in  the  particular  case  which  was  the 
grant  of  wild  lands  by  a  company  which  was  the  owner  of 
immense  tracts  of  that  description. 
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This  does  not  interfere,  I  think,  with  the  general  doctrine 
that  the  grant  of  land  ordinarily  conveys  not  only  the  land 
itself  but  all  that  is  upon  it  or  attached  to  it,  and  all  which 
has  been  connected  or  enjoyed  with  it  as  an  incident  or 
appurtenance  to  its  ordinary  use.  Hence  the  conveyance  of 
lands  would  pass  a  mill  and  mill-pond  and  canal  upon  the 
same ;  and  the  latter  would  pass  the  flowage  of  water  and 
water-privileges  enjoyed  and  used  with  it  and  often  giving 
to  it  its  chief  value.  (4  Kent's  Com.,  467 ;  Oakley  v.  Stmdey^ 
6  Wend.,  623 ;  Burr  v.  MiUs,  21  id.,  290 ;  Le  Bay  v.  PlcMy 
4  Paige,  77.) 

2.  I  do  not  think  that  the  fact  that  William  Utter  owned 
simultaneously  the  four  acre  and  the  eleven  acre  lots  which 
adjoined  each  other  extinguished  the  easement  or  right  of 
water  passage  analogous  to  a  right  of  way  across  these  lands, 
80  that  when  the  ownership  of  the  two  lots  became  separated 
and  one,  that  of  the  four  acre  lot  remained  in  Utter,  and  the 
other,  that  of  the  eleven  acre  lot,  passed  on  the  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage  to  Johnson,  that  Johnson  necessarily  lost  the 
right  of  way  or  of  water  passage  across  the  four  acre  lot. 

I  admit  the  general  rule  that  a  man  cannot  ordinarily  have 
an  easement  or  right  of  way  over  his  own  lands  '{HyM^' 
fneier  v.  Aliro,  18  N.  T.,  Ill ;  Angdl  on  Water-courses, 
Sec.  191  to  195),  because,  having  the  whole  estate  in  the 
lands,  such  ri^t  of  way  as  a  special  and  independent  right 
is  nnnecessary  to  be  maintained,  he  having  a  perfect  right  of 
way  over  every  part  of  his  own  premises.  But  each  case  must 
be  judged  by  its  own  peculiar  circumstances ;  and  if  it  be 
quite  obvious  that  the  right  of  way  for  carriage  by  land  or 
passage  of  water  was  intended  to  be  preserved  b&  a  distinct 
and  independent  interest^  if  such  be  obviously  necessary 
and  indispensable  for  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  lands  con- 
veyed in  the  most  lucrative  manner,  if  such  easement  has 
been  practically  preserved  and  enjoyed  for  a  long  series  of 
years  in  the  same  person  notwithstanding  the  unity  of  title 
and  of  possession,  then  we  are,  I  think,  entitled  to  regard  and 
treat  it  as  an  appurtenance  or  mode  of  enjoyment  which  is 
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designed  to  be  perpetual  as  long  as  the  necessity  for  it  con- 
tinues. 

Moreover,  if  we  conclude  that  the  conveyance  of  the  eleven 
acre  lot  to  Johnson  passed  to  him  the  mill  and  the  factory 
thereon,  and  the  ditch  or  canal  feeding  the  same,  so  far  as 
they  were  actually  located  on  the  eleven  acre  lot,  by  the 
mere  force  of  the  ordinary  words  of  conveyance  therein,  then 
I  think,  under  the  cases  ah'eady  cited,  the  right  to  flow  water 
in  the  canal  across  the  four  acre  lot  passed  to  Johnson  as  a 
natural  incident  or  appurtenance  to  the  useful  and  long  con* 
tinned  enjoyment  of  the  premises  embraced  in  the  eleven 
acre  lot.  They  were  strictly  rightful  and  essential  incidents 
to  the  accustomed  use  of  that  property,  and  are  to  be  main- 
tained, not  as  conveying  any  land  outside  of  the  boundaries 
in  the  deed,  but  collateral  rights  and  privileges  over  the  land 
of  another,  necessary  to  the  profitable  enjoyment  of  the  first, 
confirmed  and  matured  by  long  usage,  and  therefore  properly 
concluded  to  have  been  within  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
pass  by  a  conveyance  thereof. 

3.  The  same  course  of  reasoning  which  has  been  hereto- 
£3re  employed  to  justify  the  conclusion,  in  a  certain  aspect  of 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  Johnson  succeeded  to  all  the  rights 
of  William  Utter,  will  also,  in  the  same  aspect  of  the  facts, 
justify  the  conclusion  that  Henry  H.  Babcock  and  the  plain- 
tiffs succeeded  to  the  rights  of  Johnson. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  defendants'  counsel  argue 
otherwise,  rest  mainly  on  incidents  founded  on  the  facts  of  the 
case,  as  that  Babcock  purchased  by  quitclaim  deed ;  that 
he'puid  not  more  than  half  the  value  of  the  premises  for 
milling  and  manufacturing  purposes ;  that  Johnson  declined 
to  give  any  guaranty  of  the  water-rights  and  privileges ;  that 
Babcock  had  reason  to  beKeve  the  right  would  be  denied  and 
controverted  by  the  Utters,  and,  therefore,  was  a  bold  specu- 
lator or  prowling  assignee. 

All  these  are  questions  of  fact  properly  addressed  to  the 
referee  and  the  court  below,  but  not  to  us,  except  in  a  limited 
point  of  view,  as  having  some  bearing  on  the  construction  to 
be  given  to  the  instruments.    The  referee  has  decided  against 
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them,  and  mnBt  be  assnined  to  have  fotmd  the  intentions  of 

the  parties  to  have  corresponded  with  the  theory  which  the 

plaintiffs  put  forth,  and  we  must  address  ourselves  to  the  task 

of  giving  a  constmction  to  these  instruments,  assuming  these 

inferences  of  the  referee  to  be  correct. 

The  case  then  appears  to  occupy  this  position : 

The  mortgage  described  the  premises  by  metes  and  bounds 
but  made  no  allusion  to  mills,  canal  or  water-power,  on  its 
face.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  would  carry  with  it  the 
mills  and  such  part  of  the  canal  as  were  within  its  bounda- 
ries, together  with  the  water-power  and  privileges  which 
properly  pertain  to  the  mills  and  that  part  of  the  canal.  This 
would  embrace  the  flow  of  so  much  water  as  was  accustomed 
to  flow  and  to  be  used  on  the  premises  conveyed. 

It  follows  that  the  source  of  supply  could  not  be  lawfully 
interfered  with,  for  that  would  interrupt  and  curtail  the  usual 
quantity.  Hence,  as  the  water  was  not  and  could  not  be 
derived  from  any  other  source,  the  mortgagee  and  purchaser 
was  entitled,  as  a  part  of  his  purchase,  to  be  protected  in  the 
rights  and  privileges  theretofore  enjoyed,  and,  among  them,  in 
the  full  enjoyment  of  the  means  essential  to  procure  the  sup- 
ply of  water  needed  for  the  operation  of  the  mills.  This  right 
was,  I  think,  as  absolute  as  if  the  water  which  flows  through 
this  artificial  canal  had  come  1:>etw6cn  the  banks  of  a 
natural  stream.  In  the  latter  case  it  will  not  be  pretended 
that  the  riparian  proprietor  above  could  divert  the  water,  or 
interfere  with  its  accustomed  flow  to  the  mills  below.  This 
course  of  reasoning  tends  to  show  that  there  was  no  right  to 
divert  the  water.  Perhaps  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether 
this  also  passed  the  right  to  the  property  in  the  dam  or  the 
right  of  reparation  thereof,  although  I  think  it  did  as  an 
appurtenant  or  incident  to  the  principal  thing  conveyed,  and 
as  one  means,  and  the  chief  means,  for  procuring  the  quantity 
of  water  which  could  not  otherwise  be  supplied. 

If  I  am  correct  in  these  propositions,  then  the  effect  of  the 
foreclosure  was  to  transmit  to  Johnson,  and  through  him  to 
the  plaintiff,  not  only  the  land  embraced  within  the  boun- 
daries of  the  deed  and  all  the  structures  and  improvements 
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upon  it,  but  all  the  rights  and  privileges  incident  and  appur- 
tenant to  it.  K  so,  then  none  of  them  remained  in  William 
Utter,  and  none  of  them  passed  by  the  attempted  assignment 
of  the  Hilliard  lease  by  William  Utter,  to  his  sons  Francis 
A.  Utter  and  Jacob  S.  Utter,  in  March,  1889. 

Hence,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  perfect  title,  and  the  defend- 
ant's acts  were  without  authority  of  law  and  a  direct  invasion 
of  the  plaintiffs'  rights. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  a£Srmed  with  costs. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Alexaitoer  King  v.  Abuah  Pitch. 

Id  an  action  to  recover  back  propert^y  which  bad  been  fraudulenUy  obtained 
upon  credit,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  plaintiff  tendered  back  the 
notes  received  upon  the  purchase. 

The  fact  of  tendering  back  the  notes  received  upon  the  purchase  only  goee  to 
show  that  the  plaintifif  had  not  affirmed  the  contract  after  he  bad  knowledg<e 
of  the  fraud. 

It  is  unnecessary  that  the  plamtiff  cancel  the  note9  of  the  defendant  — ^  it  will 
be  sufficient  if  he  produce  them  on  the  trial. 

The  object  of  a  demand  of  property  is  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  party  to 
comply  therewith  without  exposing  himself  to  other  parties. 

If  th,e  demand  be  not  sufficiently  spedflc  for  such  purpose,  yet  if  the  defend- 
ant does  not  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  demand,  and  refuses  to  deliver 
up  the  property  for  improper  reasons,  a  further  demand  will  be  unnecessary. 

If,  in  such  case,  the  plaintiff  has  received  the  notes  of  other  persons,  or  other 
property,  he  must  restore  or  offer  to  restore  tnem  before  suit  brought 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  rendered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  The  action  was 
in  the  nature  of  trover  for  the  conversion  of  a  quantity  of 
timber,  which  had  been  purchased  by  Thomas  !N^elson  of  the 
firm  of  A.  King  &  Sons  (who  had  assigned  the  cause  of 
action  to  the  plaintiflF,  who  was  one  of  tiiat  firm),  and  was 
based  upon  the  allegation  that  the  purchase  was  effected  by 
means  of  false  pretenses  on  the  part  of  Nelson,  which  pre- 
vented the  title  from  passing  to  the  purchaser.  The  defend- 
ant was  the  assignee  of  Nelson  under  a  conveyance  of  his 
property  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  certain  of  the  creditors 
being  preferred.  King  &  Sons,  and  Thomas  Nelson,  were 
respectively  dealers  in  lumber,  the  former  having  for  their 
place  of  business  and  residence  at  Ithaca,  and  the  latter  at 
Auburn.  Nelson  purchased  his  lumber  for  the  most  part  of 
King  &  Sons  on  credit.  He  thus  purchased  to  the  amount 
of  $2,000  in  the  year  1854,  and  to  the  amount  of  $3,764.59 
in  1855,  $864.02  of  which  last  was  purchased  in  May  of  that 
year,  and  the  residue  in  the  autumn.  The  recovery  was 
confined  to  the  parcels  purchased  in  the  autumn  of  1855, 
amounting  to  $2,600  including  interest,  it  appearing  that  the 
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purchases  of  1854,  with  an  exception  to  be  mentioned,  had 
been  paid  for,  and  that  a  payment  of  $400  had  been  made 
on  account  of  the  purchase  in  May,  1855.  A  parcel  of  the 
lumber  purchased  in  1864  had  been  sunk  in  the  Cayuga  lake 
on  its  way  to  the  purchaser.  It  was  recovered  in  July,  in 
the  following  year.  It  having  been  received  by  Nelson,  he 
gave  King  &  Sons  his  note  for  it,  which  had  not  been  paid. 
Notes  had  been  given  for  all  the  other  lumber  purchased. 
The  complaint  claimed  to  recover  for  lumber  purchased  by 
Nelson  in  each  of  the  years  1863,  1864  and  1855. 

The  evidence  on  the  trial,  which  was  had  at  the  Tompkins 
Circuit  before  Judge  Mason,  related  mainly  to  the  alleged 
fraudulent  representations,  which  were  claimed  to  be  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  a  large  real  estate  only  slightly  incimi- 
bered,  that  he  was  not  otherwise  indebted,  and  especially, 
that  he  had  no  accommodation  at  the  banks  in  Auburn,  and 
that  he  was  abundantly  responsible.  These  representations 
were  sworn  to  have  been  made  at  various  times  on  occasions 
of  negotiations  for  the  lumber  in  1853, 1854,  and  1855.  The 
defendant's  evidence  was  directed  to  showing  that  the  repre- 
sentations, so  far  as  any  were  actually  made,  were  true,  and 
that  Nelson,  whenever  requested,  had  made  a  fair  represent 
tation  of  his  circumstances.  Nelson's  assignment  to  the 
defendant  was  executed  the  25th  March,  1856,  and  by  it 
pi^er  indorsed  for  his  accommodation  and  discounted  at  the 
banks  at  Auburn,  to  a  large  amount,  and  much  of  which  had 
been  running  during  the  years  1854  and  1855,  was  preferred 
to  the  general  creditors,  among  whom  were  Messrs.  King  A: 
Sons.  It  was  proved  that  Nelson's  real  estate,  which  was 
extensive,  was  heavily  mortgaged.  It  was  shown  that  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  7th  day  of  April,  1856,  demanded  of  the 
defendant  and  Nelson,  all  the  lumber  which  the  latter  had 
purchased  of  King  &  Sons,  which  was  then  p,Jled  indiscrim- 
inately in  Nelson's  lumber  yard,  on  the  ground  that  these 
purchases  were  made  by  means  of  fraudulent  pretenses,  and 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  demand,  produced  and 
offered  to  give  up  the  notes  which  had  been  given  for  it. 
The  defendant  claimed  to  hold  the  timber  as  assignee,  and 
55 
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said  he  could  not  give  it  up,  but  would  hold  on  to  the  pro- 
ceeds until  he  ascertained  who  was  the  true  owner.  This 
action  was  commenced  shortly  afterward. 

A  prominent  position  insisted  Ufk)n  in  the  defense,  on  the 
trial,  and  upon  this  appeal,  was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  rati- 
fied the  sale  prior  to  the  demand  of  the  timber  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  evidence  of  this  was  so  strong  as  not 
to  leave  any  question  for  the  jury.  It  was  proved  by 
Thomas  Nelson,  by  Robert  Nelson,  his  son,  by  the  defendant 
as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  by  one  Eddy,  an 
employee  of  T.  Nelson,  that  the  plaintiff  came  to  Auburn  on 
the  first  day  of  April,  about  a  week  preceding  the  demand, 
and  was  informed  of  the  assignment,  and  looked  over  the 
record  of  it,  and  knew  that  Nelson's  indorsers  were  preferred 
before  him ;  that  ha  looked  over  the  assigned  lumber  in  the 
defendant's  hands,  and  was  furnished  by  Eobert  Nelson  with 
a  statement  of  his  father's  indebtedness,  and  of  the  amount 
of  the  accommodation-paper  preferred  in  the  assignment, 
which  the  defendant  said  he  wanted  to  show  his  sons,  the 
other  partners  of  King  &  Co.;  that  he  complained  that 
the  indebtedness  was  larger  than  he  had  supposed;  and 
claimed  that  he  ought  to  have  been  preferred  for  at  least  a 
part  of  his  debt ;  that  he  did  not  reproach  Nelson  for  what 
he  had  done,  but  admitted  that  he  had  probably  done  the 
best  he  could  do ;  that  he  proposed,  in  the  presence  of  the 
defendant  and  Bobert  Nelson,  that  the  latter  should  purchase 
the  assigned  lumber  of  the  defendant  as  assignee,  which 
Eobert  declined  to  do.  According  to  the  testimony  of  Kobert 
Nelson  and  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  on  that  occasion 
requested  the  latter  to  go  on  as  assignee,  and  sell  the  lumber 
to  the  best  advantage,  and  said  that  was  his  only  chance  of 
being  paid. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  said  on 
his  direct  examination  that  the  first  time  he  was  at  Auburn, 
"  he  looked  the  thing  over  and  found  how  things  stood." 
He  was  cross-examined  on  this  feature  of  the  case  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  prior  to  the  above-mentioned  testimony 
of  the  defendant  being  given,  and  stated  that  he  did  not 
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recollect  of  telling  the  defendant  to  sell  the  lumber,  or  advise 
Eobert  Nelson  to  purchase  it ;  and  that  he  did  complain  of 
being  deceived  by  the  Nelsons,  when  he  sold  the  lumber,  by 
their  representations  that  T.  Nelson  did  not  owe  any  debts 
except  to  his  firm. 

As  to  the  plaintiff  having  full  information  as  to  the 
alleged  fraud  during  his  visit  to  Auburn  on  the  first  of  April, 
the  evidence  was,  that  he  did  not  then  examine  the  real 
estate,  but  that  as  to  a  part  of  it  he  did  so,  when  he  subse- 
quently came  there  to  make  the  demand  of  the  defendant ; 
that  on  this  last  occasion  he  asked  for  and  received  a  further 
statement  of  Nelson's  assets  and  liabilities,  in  which  the 
incumbrances  on  the  real  estate  were  set  down  at  $5,500, 
and  that  its  estimated  value  beyond  the  incumbrances  was 
stated  at  $4,700. 

It  was  shown  that  on  this  last  occasion  the  plaintiff  and 
one  of  his  sons,  who  came  with  him,  spent  the  greater  part 
of  the  forenoon,  prior  to  the  demand  of  the  lumber,  in  obtain- 
ing statements  of  indebtedness,  and  was  then  told  by  the 
defendant  that  the  bank  notes  had  been  renewed  from  time 
to  time  for  the  last  two  or  three  years.  Eobert  Nelson  did 
subsequently  purchase  all  the  assigned  lumber  of  the  defend- 
ant a%  assignee. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  defendant  moved 
for  a  nonsuit  on  various  grounds,  which,  so  far  as  they  are 
material,  are  noticed  in  the  opinion ;  and,  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  evidence,  a  like  motion  was  made,  grounded  princi- 
pally upon  the  position  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  occasion  of 
his  first  visit  to  Auburn,  in  April,  1856,  had  ratified  the  sales 
to  Nelson,  or  had  so  conducted  himself  that  he  could  not 
afterward  disaffirm  them,  and  claim  that  the  title  did  not 
vest  in  T.  Nelson ;  but  the  motion  was  denied.  Upon  the 
subject  of  such  supposed  ratification,  the  judge  charged  as 
follows:  That  when  a  party  has  been  defrauded  of  his  prop- 
erty under  a  pretended  sale,  he  may,  if  he  so  elect,  as  soon 
as  he  discovers  that  fraud  has  been  practiced  upon  him, 
rescind  the  sale  and  recover  back  the  property ;  but  that,  in 
order  to  avoid  such  a  sale,  the  party  rescinding  must  restore 
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what  he  received  and  all  he  received,  etc.  That  in  applying 
this  nile  to  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for 
the  lumber  sold  prior  to  the  fall  of  1855,  because  all  such 
prior  purchases  had  been  paid  for  in  whole  or  in  part,  and 
as  to  the  portion  partly  paid  for,  he  had  not  offered  to  return 
the  money  paid.  He  ftirther  stated  as  follows :  That  if  the 
firm  of  A.  King  &  Sons  did  part  with  the  property  through 
the  fraud  of  Xelson,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  lumber,  bought  in  the  fall  of  1855,  in  the  hands 
of  the  assignees  when  demanded,  provided  the  plaintiff  has 
not  debarred  himself  of  his  action  after  he  became  aware  of 
the  facts  in  the  case  and  the  condition  of  Kelson's  affairs* 
While  the  law  permits  the  seller  to  rescind  the  sale,  it  also 
requires  that  he  shall  do  so  at  the  first  reasonable  and  prac- 
ticable moment  after  he  discovers  the  fraud.  He  must  act 
promptly  and  without  delay.  If  he  affirm  the  conbract  after 
he  has  a  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  even  for  a  moment,  he  can- 
not afterward  rescind.  He  also  stated  that  it  was  a  question 
for  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiff  had  so  conducted  himself 
on  the  occasion  of  his  first  visit  to  Auburn  afl^r  the  assign- 
ment, as  to  deprive  himself  of  thi^  action  by  an  express  or 
implied  acquiescence  in  the  sale  after  being  fully  informed 
of  the  facts  of  the  case. 

The  defandant  excepted  to  the  several  points  in  the  charge 
adverse  to  him,  some  others  of  which  are  noticed  in  the 
opinion,  and  to  several  rulings  on  the  trial,  including  the 
denial  of  the  several  motions  for  a  nonsuit  and  for  special 
instructions.  The  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff  for  $2,600. 
After  an  affirmance  by  the  General  Term,  the  defendant 
brought  this  appeal. 

Jokn  IT.  Porter^  for  the  appellant. 

George  D.  Beers^  for  the  respondent. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  The  point  most  earnestly  insisted  on  by 
the  defendant's  counsel  is,  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  conduct 
when  at  Auburn  on  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1856,  ratified  the 
sale  (rf  the  lumber  to  Nebcm,  and  thereby  precluded  himsdf 
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from  claiming  that  it  was  void  on  account  of  frand;  no 
controversy  exists  as  to  the  state  of  the  law  upon  the 
effect  of  a  ratification  of  a  sale  induced  by  fraudulent 
representations.  The  vendor  may  affirm  it  notwithstand^ 
ing  its  original  defective  character,  and  pursue  his  rem- 
edy for  the  purchase  price,  or  he  may  treat  the  sale  as 
void,  and  claim  the  property  as  owner ;  but  in  the  latter  case 
he  must  act  promptly  as  soon  as  he  has  discovered  the  fraud. 
While  he  continues  under  the  influence  of  the  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations, his  acts  or  declarations  will  not  prejudice  him, 
but  will  be  considered  as  of  the  same  character  as.  his  origi- 
nal assent,  by  means  of  which  the  property  passed  into 
the  purchaser's  hands.  The  judge  charged  in  accordance 
with  these  principled,  and  it  is  not  claimed  that  there  was  any 
error  in  the  manner  in  which  the  law  was  laid  down,  provi- 
ded the  jury  had  any  office  to  perform  in  respect  to  the  ques- 
tion. But  it  is  argued  that  the  alleged  acts  of  ratiflcatioir  were 
of  such  a  character,  and  that  they  were  so  conclusively  estab- 
lished, that  no  question  of  facts  hould  have  been  left  to  the  jury. 
There  is  no  dispute  upon  the  evidence,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
when  he  first  came  to  Auburn,  after  the  assignment,  and  was 
made  acquainted  with  it,  and  with  the  feict  that  Nelson's 
accomodation  indorsers  were  preferred  before  him,  spoke  of 
the  affair  to  the  defendant,  and  to  Nelson  in  the  defendant's 
presence  as  one  by  whidb  he  was  concluded,  nor  but  that  he 
then  wholly  omitted  to  assert  any  claim  to  the  lumber  based 
upon  th«  invalidity  of  the  sale,  or  on  any  defect  in  Nelson's 
title.  The  testimony  of  the  defendant- and  of  Thomas  Nelson 
was  positive  to  that  effect,  and  it  was  corroborated  by  evidence 
of  the  conversation  of  the  plaintiff  with  several  other  persons  on 
the  same  day.  The  plaintiff  then  knew  that  the  defendant  was 
proceeding  to  execute  the  trust  contained  in  the  assignment, 
as  though  that  instrument  had  passed  to  the  defendant  the 
titiie  to  the  property  which  he  claims  to  recover  in  this  action. 
The  plaintiff 's  testimony  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf  does 
not  contradict  the  essential  points  of  that  given  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  upon  this  branch  of  the  case.  He  swore  that 
he  did  not  recollect  propoong  to  Sobert  Nelson  to  purchase 
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lumber  of  the  defendant  as  assignee,  or  telling  the  defendant 
to  sell  it,  but  he  did  not  pretend  that  he  claimed  to  be  still 
the  owner,  although  he  swears  that  he  did  complain  to  the 
defendant  of  fraud  having  been  committed  in  the  purchase  of 
it  from  his  firm.  After  the  defendant  had  given  the  strong 
evidence  which  I  have  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was  not  again 
called  to  contradict  or  explain  the  declarations  of  acquiescence 
attributed  to  him  by  the  defendant's  witnesses. 

I  think  the  judge  might  well  have  assumed  it  to  be  proved 
by  uncontradicted  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  on  that  occa- 
sion, in  his  conversation  with  the  defendant  and  with  others 
in  his  presence,  assumed  that  all  the  lumber  passed  to  the 
defendant  by  virtue  of  tlie  assignment,  and  that  he  expected 
the  defendant  to  execute  the  trust  contained  in  that  instru- 
ment. I  am,  moreover,  of  opinion  that  if  it  were  equally 
clear  that  tlie  plaintiff  had  at  that  time  the  same  frdl  infor- 
mation respecting  the  fraud  which  he  now  sets  up,  which  he 
had  when  he  came  to  make  the  demand  of  the  lumber  about 
H  week  aftcr\vard,  the  defense  of  ratification  should  have 
been  hold  to  be  established,  and  the  jury  should  have  l^een 
directed  to  find  their  verdict  for  the  defendant.  But  it  is  not 
BO  clear  that  he  had  such  information.  One  of  the  points  of 
the  alleged  fraudulent  representation  was  that  Nelson 
owned  a  large  real  estate  which  was  but  slightly  incum- 
bered, and  another  that  he  was  abundantly  responsible. 
The  evidence  of  the  fraud  would,  of  course,  consist  in  the 
falsity  of  these  representations,  and  could  be  ascertained  only 
by  comparing  his  property  with  his  indebtedness,  and  the 
value  of  his  real  estate  with  the  charges  upon  it.  The  plain- 
tiff came  to  Auburn,  whore  the  facts  could  be  ascertained,  on 
the  first  day  of  April,  and  returned  the  following  morning. 
He  obtained  a  certain  amount  of  information,  but  apparently 
not  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  act  upon  the  assumption  that 
a  fraud  vitiating  the  sale  had  been  committed.  He  received 
certain  statements  concerning  Nelson's  indebtedness,  from 
Thomas  Nelson,  his  son.  He  appears  to  have  acquainted  him- 
self with  the  material  terms  of  the  assignment,  and  was 
informed  of  the  amount  of  the  accommodation  paper  preferred 
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by  it,  but  he  made  no  examination  of  the  real  estate ;  and 
he  came  away  without  challenging  the  sales  as  fraudulent. 
He  himself  says  that  he  complained  of  fraud,  but  this  is 
denied  by  the  defendant's  witnesses.  Kearly  a  week  elapsed 
when  he  came  again,  accompanied  by  his  son,  one  of  the 
firm  who  were  the  vendors  of  the  lumber.  They  spent  the 
forenoon  in  examining  the  real  estate  of  Thomas  Kelson  and 
the  lumber  on  hand,  and  obtaining  statements  of  Kelson's 
indebtedness,  and  then  the  plaintiff  for  the  first  time  took  the 
ground  that  Kelson's  purchase  of  the  lumber  was  void  on 
account  of  the  fraudulent  representations ;  and  he  demanded 
that  such  of  the  lumber  as  had  been  purchased  by  Kelson 
from  his  firm  should  be  given  up  to  him.  That  he  acquired 
some  additional  information  bearing  upon  the  integrity  of  the 
alleged  representations  at  his  second  visit  to  Auburn  is  evident. 
The  fraud  upon  which  the  jury  rendered  their  verdict  con- 
demning the  sale  may  have  been  that  which  related  to  the 
value  of  the  rea^  estate  beyond  the  incumbency.  The  knowl- 
edge respecting  that  value  was  acquired  by  an  examination  of 
that  property  on  the  last  occasion.  So  of  the  indorsed  paper. 
The  additional  statements  which  were  furnished  on  the  last 
visit,  showing  that  indebtedness  to  have  existed  substantially 
as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  for  several  years 
before  and  during  the  whole  period  of  the  representations, 
may  have  been  necessary  to  complete  the  evidence  of  fraud 
which  has  been  found  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale.  I  concede 
that  many  of  the  most  important  features  of  the  case  were 
disclosed  at  the  first  time  the  plaintiff  was  at  Auburn,  but  I 
am  not  able  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  that  time  fully 
informed  of  all  the  material  facts  which  were  subsequently 
shown  to  prove  the  case  on  the  plaintiff's  part.  Hence  I 
think  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  withhold  the  ques- 
tion from  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiff,  when  he  omitted  to 
challenge  the  defendant's  title  at  the  first  instance,  was  fully 
informed  of  the  fraud.  I  do  not  say  but  that,  as  a  juror,  I 
should  have  held  that  the  information  was  sufficient  to  make 
it  his  duty  to.  determine  finally  which  course  he  would  pur- 
sue before  leaving  Auburn  on  the  1st  or  2d  of  April,  but 
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the  evidenoe  was  not  bo  positive  and  certain  that  the  judge 
was  entitled  to  decide  the  case  himself.  He  therefore  com* 
mitted  no  error  in  submitting  it  to  the  jury.  If  the  defendant 
has  suffered  wrong  by  the  verdict,  it  was  the  fault  of  the  jury 
and  not  of  the  judge. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  trial  the  defendant's  counsel 
moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that 
it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
and  especially  that  it  did  not  state  that  the  defendaiit  tMvng- 
fvUy  received  the  lumber  from  Nelson.  The  action  was 
brought  for  the  conyersion  by  the  defendant  of  the  personal 
property  of  King  &  Go. ;  and  when  it  was  allowed  to  have 
separate  names  for  the  different  kinds  of  actions,  for  the  sake 
of  conyonience  it  would  have  been  denominated  an  acticm  of 
trover.  All  that  it  was  necessary  to  allege  in  the  pleadings 
was  that  King  <Sk  Co.,  the  plaintiff's  assignors,  were  the 
owners  of  the  lumber,  that  it  had  come  into  the  possessiou  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  he  had  converted  it  to  his  own  use. 
All  this  is  plainly  set  forth  in  the  complaint*  In  addition  to 
that,  the  plaintiff  saw  fit  to  state  his  own  title,  namely  llie 
original  ownership  of  King  &  Co.  and  the  form  of  a  sale  to 
IN'elson,  which  was  effected  with  frauds,  and  that  he  wrong* 
fully  delivered  the  property  to  the  defendant ;  and  instead 
of  confining  himself  to  a  simple  statement  of  a  conversion,  he 
adds  an  allegation  of  a  denial  and  r^usal.  I  do  not  perceive 
that  these  statements  of  evidenoe  modify  or  in  any  way 
impair  the  material  all^ations  of  property  in  the  plaintiff 
and  a  conversion  by  tiie  defendant.  It  was  quite  unneces- 
sary to  state  that  the  defendant  vrrongfully  received  the 
property.  Trover  is  not  based  on  a  wrongful  taking,  but  con- 
sists in  an  unlawful  conversion.  There  was^  therefore,  no 
defect  in  the  complaint. 

It  appeared  that  Kelson  had  purchased  lumber  of  King 
&  Oo.  in  the  years  1854  and  1855.  The  plaintiff,  when 
under  examination  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  was  asked 
by  his  counsel  to  state  what  representations  were  made  by 
Nelson  when  he  made  the  purchases  of  lumber  in  1854,  and 
the  question  was  allowed  to  be  answered ;  and  by  the  answer 
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certain  representations  were  shown  to  have  been  made  when 
Kelson  came  to  make  the  purchases  in  that  jeaar,  and  that 
was  an  exception  to  that  ruling.  It  subsequently  appeared 
that  all  the  lumber  purchased  in  1854  had  been  paid  for ; 
but  at  a  later  period  of  the  trial  the  plaintiff's  counsel  made 
the  same  inquiry  of  another  witness  as  to  representations  in 
1854,  and  a  similar  exception  was  made  to  the  ruling  admit- 
ting the  question.  There  was  a  series  of  purchases  of  lumber 
on  credit  by  Nelson  of  King  &  Co.,  extending  through  both 
the  years  1854  and  1855,  and  the  plaintiff's  effort  was  to 
prove  that,  during  the  whole  time,  Nelson  was  largely 
indebted  and  in  insolvent  circumstances,  carrying  large  accom- 
modations at  the  banks  in  Auburn,  but  constantly  repre- 
sented himself  to  be  essentially  free  from  debt,  and  a  pei*son 
of  competent  means ;  and  the  proof  tended  to  show  such  a 
state  of  things.  Now,  although  the  purchases  of  1864  liad 
been  paid  for,  and  the  whole  arrearages  of  indebtedness  were 
on  account  of  the  purchases  in  the  fall  of  1865,  that  does  not 
render  the  representations  made  during  the  earlier  dealing 
wholly  immaterial  It  is  not  esRential,  in  order  to  avoid  a 
sale  in  form,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  that  the  fraudulent 
representations  should  be  made  at  the  very  time  when  the  pur- 
chases sought  to  be  avoided  were  made.  Where  the  dealing 
is  continuous  or  at  short  intervals,  representations  made  at 
any  time  in  the  course  of  such  dealings  may,  if  the  jury  so 
find,  be  held  to  influence  the  seller  in  respect  to  the  subse- 
quent sales.  The  evidence  in  this  case  was  that  Nelson,  or 
his  agent,  was  interrogated  on  each  occasion  of  purchasing 
lumber  of  King  &  Co.,  and  on  each  of  those  occasions 
made  similar  declarations ;  and  that  his  oth^  indebtedness 
and  ability  to  pay  in  each  of  the  years  mentioned  were  sub- 
stantially the  same.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  error 
in  admitting  the  declarations  made  oh  each  occasion  of  pur- 
chasing, though  the  earlier  purchases  had  been  paid  for.  (See 
Zabrishic  v.  Srmth,  3  Kern.,  822.) 

Some  of  the  representations  relied  on,  were  made  by  Robert 
Nelson,  the  son  of  Thomas  Nelson,  who  was  his  agent  in 
that  respect,  and  was  in  his  employment  and  had  a  general 
56 
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knowledge  of  his  property  and  aflTairs.  The  defendant's 
counsel  objected  to  these  representations  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  not  set  out  in  the  complaint,  and  that  they  were 
not  made  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  lumber  which 
had  not  been  paid  for,  but  on  the  occasion  of  former  pur- 
chases. I  have  already  said  that  it  was  unnecessary  for  the 
complaint  to  state  the  representations  upon  which  the  pur- 
chaser obtained  possession  of  the  property.  The  competency 
of  the  declarations  of  an  agent  when  engaged  in  making 
purchases  in  behalf  of  his  principal  was  not  questioned. 
They  are  regarded  in  the  same  light  as  representations  made 
by  the  principal  himself;  and  it  has  already  been  shown  that, 
although  they  preceded  the  time  of  the  particular  purchase 
which  is  drawn  in  question,  they  are  proper  to  be  submitted 
to  the  jury,  and  it  is  for  them  to  determine  whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  they  have  a  just  influence  upon  that 
purchase. 

The  plaintiff  was  permitted  to  testify  that  he  would  not 
have  disposed  of  the  lumber  to  Nelson  upon  credit,  except  for 
the  representations  which  he  made  as  to  his  circumstances; 
and  there  was  a  similar  ruUng  on  taking  the  testimony  of 
Joseph  King,  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  partnei 
of  the  firm  of  King  &  Co.,  and,  as  such,  took  part  in  the  sale 
of  lumber  to  Nelson.  The  defendant  excepted  to  these  sev- 
eral rulings.  It  is  a  part  of  the  transaction  which  a  party 
seeking  to  avoid  a  sale  of  property  on  account  of  fraud  nlust 
establish  that  the  sale  was  induced  by  the  representations  and 
would  not  otherwise  have  been  made.  The  defendant's 
argument  is  that  this  can  only  be  shown  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances, to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  direct 
testimony  of  the  seller  as  to  their  influences  upon  his  mind 
cannot  be  received.  No  doubt  the  intrinsic  facts  may  be 
strong  enough  in  a  given  case  to  establish  the  position,  and 
it  may  also  be  true  in  a  particular  instance,  that  representa- 
tions apparently  pertinent  to  induce  a  sale,  were  not  in  truth 
the  persuasive  cause,  the  vendor  having  wholly  relied  upon 
other  information,  which  he  supposed  correct,  but  which 
turned  out  to  be  erroneous. 
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The  precise  point  to  be  eBtablished  is  the  effect  upon  the 
mind  of  the  seller  produced  by  the  purchaser's  wrongful 
declarations.  Where  the  seller  is  so  situated  as  to  be  a  com- 
petent witness,  he  can  prove  with  entire  certainty  how  far  he 
was  influenced  by  what  the  purchaser  had  said,  and  how  fax 
he  jdelded  to  the  force  of  other  facts  or  other  information.  I 
see  no  reason  why  he  should  be  precluded  from  speaking.  It 
is  not  an  opinion  v/hich  he  is  called  upon  to  give,  but  the 
statement  of  a  fact  within  his  personal  knowledge.  The 
cases  respecting  the  opinions  of  witnesses  have,  therefore,  no 
bearing  upon  the  question.  Where  the  direct  testimony  of 
the  seller  is  not  obtainable,  the  facts  attending  the  transaction 
may  be  sufficient ;  but  it  is  because  they  prove  the  essential 
point  argumentatively.  The  jury  in  such  cases  infers  the 
principal  fact  by  applying  their  experience  to  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  effect  which  the  representations,  under  the 
circumstances,  would  be  likely  to  produce.  It  would  be 
illogical  to  exclude  the  direct  testimony  of  the  person  whose 
mind  is  said  to  have  been  influenced  by  the  seller's  repre- 
sentations, where  he  is  otherwise  competent  to  testify  as  a 
witness.  Suppose  a  sale  to  have  been  made  by  an  agent  to 
an  insolvent  person,  would  it  not  be  competent  for  him 
to  swear  in  an  action  by  his  principal  that  he  assented  to  the 
sale,  and  parted  with  the  possession  of  the  property  because 
the  purchaser  represented  that  he  had  a  large  estate  and 
owed  nothing  ?  On  the  trial  of  indictments  for  obtaining 
money,  or  jpropertyy  or  other  valuable  things,  by  false  pre- 
tenses, it  is  the  constant  practice  to  ask  the  prosecutor 
whether  he  parted  with  the  money,  or  property,  by  reason 
of  the  statement  of  the  prisoner.  It  is  undoubtedly  essen- 
tial that  statements  should  be  of  such  a  character  as  would 
naturally  lead  the  owner  of  property  to  sell  it  to  the  party 
making  them.  Whether  they  actually  did  have  that  effect, 
may  be  shown  by  the  oath  of  the  owner,  provided  he  be  a 
competent  witness. 

Nelson  was  the  owner  of  considerable  real  estate  in  1854 
and  1855,  and  down  to  the  time  of  his  failure.  It  did  not 
appear  when  he  purchased  it.     The  defendant,  when  under 
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examination  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  was  inquired  of 
"by  his  counsel  as  to  what  his  real  estate  cost  him,  but  the 
question  was  excluded  on  the  objection  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  that  it  was  immaterial.  It  had  no  bearing  on  the  case 
unless  the  purchases  were  made  during  or  shortly  prior  to  Nel- 
son's dealing  with  King  &  Oo.  If  connected  in  point  of  time 
with  these  transactions,  and  before  the  failure,  it  might  have 
a  bearing  upon  Nelson's  good  faith,  for  if  the  purchases  were 
made  at  exorbitant  prices,  it  would  tend  to  show  that  his 
means  had  been  absorbed,  or  his  indebtedness  had  been 
suddenly  created  by  these  purchases.  The  objection  suf- 
ficiently intimated  to  the  examining  counsel  that  some 
further  feet  was  necessary  to  show  the  evidence  to  be  perti- 
nent, but  nothing  to  connect  it  with  the  representations  was 
offered.  Immediately  after  the  exclusion  the  defendant  was 
p^mitted  to  and  did  testify  fully  as  to  the  value  of  his  real 
estate  in  1854.  This  was  everything  on  that  subject  which 
had  any  bearing  upon  the  issue. 

The  demand  which  the  plaintiff  made  of  the  defendant  on 
the  delivery  of  the  lumber  was  more  comprehensive  than  his 
rights.  There  was  among  the  lumber  in  the  defendant's 
possession,  not  only  that  purchased  in  the  fall  of  1855  but 
portions  of  that  purchased  in  the  spring  of  that  year,  and 
some  of  that  purchased  in  1854.  This  had  all  been  paid  for 
or  partly  paid  for,  and  as  to  that  on  which  a  partial  payment 
had  been  made  there  was  no  offer  to  return  the  money  which 
had  been  received.  The  defendant,  however,  did  not  put  his 
reftisal  on  that  ground,  but  claimed  to  hold  the  whole  under 
the  assignment.  Tliere  are  two  answers  to  the  exception 
arising  out  of  this  branch  of  the  case.  The  possession  of 
Nelson,  the  sale  being  void,  was  wrongful.  He  might  give 
a  good  title  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  but  an  assignee  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  does  not  occupy  that  position.  The  yk>s- 
session  of  this  lumber  was  always,  in  judgment  of  law,  in  the 
vendors.  The  defendant  was  in  no  better  position  to  defend 
this  action  than  if  he  had  been  the  servant  of  Nelson.  {A%K  v. 
Putn/im^\  Hill,  302 ;  Caryr.  EotaUing^  id.,  311 ;  Olmsted \. 
Hotailmg^  id.,  317.    The  answer  made  by  the  defendant  dis- 
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pensed  with  a  mere  discriminatiiig  statement  of  what  the 
plaintiff  conceived  himself  entitled  to.  The  defendant  main* 
tained  that  his  title  nnder  the  asBignment  enabled  hun  to 
retain  all  the  lumber  which  had  come  to  his  haiidB,  and 
he  refused  to  lend  any  countenance  to  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff. 

It  was  made  a  point  in  the  prayer  for  instructions^  tliat  the 
plaintiff  had  not  canceled  the  notes  given  for  the  lumber. 
He  had  offered  to  surrender  tihem  when  he  made  the  demand^ 
and  he  produced  them  in  court  at  the  trial.  If  the  defend- 
ant had  required  anything  further  to  be  done,  it  was  for  him 
to  suggest  it. 

No  point  was  made  on  the  trial  as  to  the  protest  of  some 
of  the  notes  by  the  bank  at  which  they  were  made  payable. 
The  judgment  appealed  from,  should,  in  my  opinion,  be 
affirmed. 

Ingkaham,  J.  This  action  was  to  recover  from  the  defend 
ant  damages  for  the  conversion  of  a  quantity  of  lumber, 
which  it  was  alleged  was  fitiudulently  obtained  by  Thomas 
Nelson  from  A.  King  &  Sons.  The  plaintiff  claims  as 
assignee  from  the  other  parties  in  interest. 

The  complaint  averred  fraudulent  purchases  in  the  years 
1853,  1854  and  1855,  the  transfer  by  the  other  parties  in 
interest  to  plaintiff  on  5th  April,  1856,  the  delivery  of  the 
lumber  by  Nelson,  to  the  defendant,  on  1st  April,  1856. 
Tlie  demand  was  dated  the  7th  April,  1856.  Defendant  put 
in  a  general  denial.  The  alleged  fi^ud  consisted  of  represen- 
tations as  to  the  condition  of  the  purchaser  and  that  he  did 
not  owe  anybody  else. 

Some  of  the  representations  were  made  by  the  son  of 
Nelson,  who  made  some  of  the  purchases.  One  lot  of  lumber 
purchased  in  the  faU  of  1864,  was  sunk  in  the  lake.  For  this 
a  note  was  given  by  Nelson.  All  the  other  lumber  purchased 
prior  to  1855  had  been  paid  for. 

A  large  portion  of  the  lumber  bought  in  1868,  1854  and 
1865  was  on  hand  in  possession  of  defendant,  all  of  which 
had  been  paid  for  excepting  a  part  of  that  purchased  in  1855, 
and  the  note  given  for  the  sunken  lumber  for  $495.33. 
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When  the  demand  was  made  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
demanded  the  lumber  got  of  him^  and  tendered  back  the 
notes,  all  excepting  the  one  given  for  the  sunken  lumber. 
The  defendant  said  he  held  the  property  as  assignee,  and 
could  not  let  the  plaintiff  have  the  property. 

One  of  the  firm  of  A.  King  &  Sons,  who  sold  the  lumber, 
on  examination  by  the  plaintiff,  was  asked,  "  Would  you  have 
sold  the  lumber  except  upon  the  strength  of  the  representa- 
tions?" to  which  he  answered  he  would  not.  The  defendant 
excepted  to  the  admission  of  this  question. 

A  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  because  it 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
and  did  not  aver  that  the  property  was  wrongMly  received 
by  the  defendant.  The  motion  was  denied,  and  defendant 
excepted. 

The  plaintiff  asked  for  the  representations  made  by  Kelson 
when  he  purcliased  in  1S54.  This  was  objected  to  on  the 
ground  that  he  must  be  confined  to  representations  made  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  property  in  controversy,  which 
was  overruled  and  defendant  excepted. 

The  same  objection  was  made  as  to  property  which  had 
been  paid  for  at  different  times,  all  of  which  were  overruled 
and  exceptions  noted. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  Nelson  was  asked  as  to  the 
cost  of  his  real  estate.  This  was  overruled,  and  defendant 
excepted. 

When  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  dis- 
missal of  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  the  demand  was 
for  a  greater  amount  than  he  could  recover,  because  it 
embraced  property  which  had  been  paid  for ;  that  the  demand 
should  have  been  made  immediately  upon  ascertaining  the 
transfer  to  defendant ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  affirmed  the  con- 
tract, and  because  he  did  not  cancel  the  notes  on  the  trial 
This  was  denied,  and  defendant  excepted.  The  judge  charged 
the  jury,  among  other  things,  "  that,  although  the  demand  of 
the  plaintiff  was  for  all  the  lumber  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  which  had  been  purchased  of  A.  King  &  Sons,  the 
plaintiff  might  still  recover  the  value  of  tlie  lumber  on  hand 
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from  the  fall  sales  of  1855.  If  the  demand  was  for  too  much 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  have  offered  to  restore 
snch  as  he  was  entitled  to." 

He  also  submitted  to  the  jury,  as  a  question  of  fact  for 
them,  whether  what  took  place  upon  the  occasion  of  the  first 
visit  to  Auburn  was  an  acquiescence  in  the  sale  after  being 
informed  of  the  facts  of  the  case. 

To  each  of  these  portions  of  the  charge  the  defendant 
excepted.  The  defendant  also  requested  the  judge  to  charge 
the  jury  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  because 
the  plaintiff  had  not  actually  canceled  the  notes  which  were 
given  for  the  lumber.  This  was  refused,  and  the  defendant 
excepted. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $2,600, 
for  which  judgment  was  entered ;  and  the  judgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  General  Term. 

The  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  was  not 
well  taken.  The  offense  consisted  in  fraudulently  obtain- 
ing the  property  by  Nelson.  When  that  was  made  out, 
the  title  remained  in  their  vendors,  and  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  him  to  show  any  wrongful  act  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  receiving  the  property.  When  the  plaintiff 
showed  fi^ud  in  the  purchase,  and  a  demand  of  the  property 
irom  the  person  in  possession,  he  made  out  a  prima  fade 
case  to  entitle  him  to  recover.  It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  if  the  defendant  had  been  a  holder  for  value  without 
notice  he  would  have  been  protected,  because  if  he  was  such 
a  holder  the  onus  of  proving  that  fact  was  on  him,  and 
because  in  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  defendant's  claim 
was  merely  as  assignee  under  a  voluntary  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  that  nothing  was  paid  by  the 
defendant  therefor. 

Nor  was  it  necessary  to  aver  that  the  plaintiff  had  tendered 
back  what  he  had  received  upon  the  purchase.  The  facts 
proved  showed  that  there  never  had  been  a  valid  contract. 
The  whole  cause  of  action  rested  upon  that  issue.  The  sub- 
sequent matters  which  were  necessary  to  be  shown  on  the 
trial,  in  regard  to  the  return  of  what  had  been  received,  did 
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not  go  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action  but  to  relieve  the 
plaintiff  from  any  supposed  affirmance  of  the  sale  after  he 
obtained  knowledge  of  the  fraud.  Such  evidence  is  rather 
to  rebut  the  presumption  which  the  defendant  might  claim 
to  exist  from  the  acts  of  the  plaintiff  as  affirming  the 
contract. 

The  cause  of  action  is  that  the  title  was  in  the  plaintiff's 
assignors  and  that  no  title  ever  passed  to  Nelson.  Whether 
the  plaintiff  had  in  time  disaffirmed  the  contract,  or  whether 
he  had  done  everything  necessary  to  prevent  the  drfendant 
fr^m  claiming  that  he  had  waived  his  right  to  resume  ipo^ 
session  of  the  property,  was  evidence  to  be  furnished  and 
which  would  go  to  make  out  the  cause  of  action  or  definise^ 
but  not  necessarily  to  be  averred  in  the  complaint. 

The  declarations  of  Nelson  as  to  his  solvency  made  at  the 
time  of  purchases  prior  to  1855  were  admitted  in  evidence 
against  the  defendant's  objections.  These  declarations  were 
the  inducements  to  the  first  sales,  and  they  undoubtedly 
remained  in  the  remembrance  of  parties  afterward.  Nothing 
had  been  done  by  Nelson  to  correct  them,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, when  the  firm  of  King  &  Sons  declined  making  furlber 
sales,  similar  representations  were  again  repeated.  I  see  no 
ground  of  objection  to  the  testimony.  The  evidence  show, 
from  the  commencement,  the  intention  of  impressing  upoi^ 
the  minds  of  the  vendors  that  Nelson  owed  nobody  but  them 
and  that  there  was  no  danger  in  giving  credit  to  him. 

The  inquiry  is  whether  the  purchaser  made  any  false  state- 
ments by  which  the  vendor  was  deceived  and  the  property 
obtained  from  him.  Such  fraud  may  be  practiced  by  a  con 
tinuous  course  of  misrepresentation  during  a  series  of  trans- 
actions and  still  continued  notwithstanding  the  first  purchases 
were  paid  for.  In  fact  such  payment  may  be  a  part  of  a 
scheme  to  gain  the  confidence  of  the  vendor,  and  induce  him 
to  make  ftirther  sales  and  to  give  largw  credit.  (Zdbriskie  v. 
Smith,  3  Kern.,  322,  832.) 

The  question  was  put  to  the  plaintiff  whether  he  would 
have  trusted  Nelson  but  fen*  these  representations.  The 
objection  was,  not  to  the  form  of  the  question  as  leading,  but 
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to  the  permitting  the  vendor  to  state  whether  he  gave  credit 
on  them.  This  could  only  be  known  to  himflelf,  and  it  was 
a  material  ingredient  in  the  plaintiffs  case.  If  the  vendor 
may  not  say  whether  he  gave  credit  on  the  strength  of  the 
representations,  or  whether  he  would  have  trusted  the  pur- 
chaser without  them,  it  becomes  a  matter  for  the  jury  to 
guess  at  without  the  only  positive  evidence  there  can  be  on 
the  subject.  I  know  it  is  subject  to  the  criticism  that  it  is 
the  conclusion  of  a  witness,  but  not  justly.  The  conclusions 
of  a  witness  are  the  results  of  his  judgment  upon  various 
facts  coming  to  his  knowledge,  and  are  properly  excluded 
because  the  jury  can  form  similar  conclusions  themselves ; 
but  this  inquiry  is  as  to  the  cause  of  action  on  the  part  of 
the  vendor  in  making  the  sale,  and  the  inducements  which 
le  1  to  it.  It  is  not  what  he  thinks  of  the  acts  of  others,  but 
what  he  did  himself  in  consequence  of  these  acts. 

Some  of  the  purchases  were  made  by  the  son  Robert  in 
the  absence  of  the  father.  The  representations  made  by  him 
were  offered  in  evidence  and  objected  to.  The  whole  price 
to  be  paid  for  these  purchases  had  not  been  paid,  and  the 
goods  which  were  the  subject  of  purchase  formed  part  of 
the  property  claimed  and  demanded  by  the  plaintiff. 

Kobert  Kelson  must  be  treated  as  the  agent  of  the  pur- 
,  chaser  while  acting  for  him.  His  representations  made  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  if  false,  would  vitiate  the  contract 
the  same  as  if  made  by  the  purchaser.  For  this  reason  the 
evidence  was  admissible.  It  was  not  necessary  to  aver  in 
the  complaint  that  the  representations  were  made  by  the 
agent  and  not  the  principal.  That  was  only  a  matter  of 
evidence.  Indeed,  as  before  stated,  no  such  averments  are 
necessary  in  the  complaint,  especially  where  the  action  is 
to  recover  back  the  property.  Even  if  the  plfiintiff  chooses  to 
waive  the  tort  and  sue  on  contract,  it  would  be  unnecessary 
to  set  out  such  matters  in  the  complaint.  This  was  held  in 
JSoth  V.  Palmer,  27  Barb.,  652, 656.  Hogeboom,  J.,  says :  "  I 
think  the  plaintiff  might  properly  and  preferably  have  prose- 
cuted simply  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  allowed  the 
rest  of  the  transaction  to  come  out  as  matter  of  evidence." 
61 
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It  was  no  more  necessary  to  aver  that  the  representations 
were  made  by  an  agent  than  by  the  principal,  and  in  both 
cases  such  matters  were  properly  treated  as  evidence,  and  not 
as  part  of  the  canse  of  action. 

A  question  was  asked  of  Nelson  as  to  the  cost  of  his  real 
estate.  This  was  excluded,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  I 
am  at  a  loss  to  see  what  relevancy  this  question  had  to  the 
matters  in  issue.  How  he  lodt  his  property  was  immaterial. 
Whether  he  had  any  or  not  when  the  representations  were 
made  would  have  been  pertinent.  The  defendant  appears 
to  have  oifered  this  evidence  to  explain  the  insolvency  of 
Nelson.  As  no  such  inquiry  could  properly  come  before,  the 
jury,  there  was  no  ground  on  which  this  evidence  could  have 
been  received.  Proof  that  he  had  lost  his  property  without 
the  least  fault  would  not  excuse  tlie  representation  that  he 
had  property  after  it  was  expended. 

The  plaintiff  tendered  the  notes  held  by  him  at  the  trial, 
but  did  not  cancel  them.  This  was  made  a  ground  of  motion 
for  nonsuit.  The  cancelment  of  the  notes  was  not  necessary 
at  the  time.  It  was  sufficient  to  produce  them  on  the  trial. 
Being  the  notes  of  the  debtor  merely,  they  cease  to  be  of 
any  value  the  moment  it  was  settled  that  the  contract  was 
void.  Sklden,  J.,  says,  in  Nichols  v.  Michad  (23  N.  Y., 
269-73) :  "  It  would  be  more  in  consonance  with  equity  to  hold 
it  sufficient  to  produce  the  notes  upon  the  trial  and  surrender 
them  to  the  custody  of  the  court,  as  in  that  case  the  rights  of 
both  parties  are  protected.  If  the  fraud  is  made  out  and  the 
contract  subverted,  the  notes  are  void  and  will  be  canceled  by 
the  court.  K  the  plaintiff  fail  to  establish  the  fraud,  the 
notes  can  be  returned  to  him  if  the  nature  of  the  contract  is 
such  that  justice  requires  it."  Such  I  think  to  be  the  proper 
rule  in  similar  cases. 

When  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  lumber  of  the  defendant, 
he  tendered  the  notes  he  had  received  from  Nelson  and 
demanded  all  the  lumber.  Of  this,  some  parcels  had  been 
paid  for  entirely,  and  some  in  part.  The  defendant  asked 
for  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  this  ground.  It  is  con- 
ceded that,  if  the  action  had  been  against  Nelson,  tiie  pur- 
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chaser,  no  demand  would  be  necessary,  but  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  defendant  received  the  property  lawfully  and  without 
notice  of. any  fraud,  a  demand  was  necessary  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action.  If  any  demand  was  neces- 
sary, it  was  such  a  demand  as  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  the 
defendant  to  comply  without  exposing  himself  to  liability  to 
other  parties.  Had  the  defendant  complied  with  the  plain- 
tiff's demand,  and  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  lumber 
in  his  possession  that  was  bought  of  King  &  Sons,  he  would 
have  been  liable  to  the  creditors,  for  whom  he  was  trustee. 
Personally,  he  had  no  knowledge  as  to  which  of  the  parcels  of 
lumber  was  paid  for  and  which  were  not,  while  the  plaintiff 
had  such  knowledge ;  and  I  cannot  think,  with  the  learned 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  below,  that  we  should 
presume,  without  proof,  that  the  defendant  was  so  informed 
by  Nelson,  of  whom  he  obtained  the  lumber.  The  whole 
case  shows  the  defendant  to  have  been  lawfully  and  inno- 
cently in  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  if  the  plaintiff 
conceived  he  had  a  claim  on  any  part  of  it,  fair  dealing 
required  that  he  should  designate  what  parcels  of  lumber 
he  claimed  to  have  redelivered  to  himself.  If  ho  had 
demanded  all  the  assigned  property  because  one  parcel  pur- 
chased by  Nelson  had  not  been  paid  for,  no  one  would  for 
a  moment  suppose,  either  that  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  comply  with  that  demand,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had 
done  what  the  law  requires  him  to  do  to  entitle  him 
to  a  right  of  action.  I  can  see  no  difference  where  he 
demands  four  or  five  different  parcels,  sold  at  different 
times,  because  one  parcel  had  not  been  paid  for.  If  the 
defendant,  in  answer  to  this  demand,  had  objected  on 
the  ground  that  he  did  not  know  which  part  was  not  paid 
for,  and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  specify  what  he  was  enti- 
tled to,  I  think  the  demand  would  not  have  been  sufficient. 
But  the  defendant  put  his  refusal  on  an  entirely  different 
ground,  showing  his  determination  not  to  deliver  up  any  of 
the  property,  but  to  await  the  result  of  .the  litigation.  He 
said  "  he  could  not  deliver  up  the  lumber,  that  he  was  able 
to  pay  for  it,  and  should  hold  on  to  it  or  the  avails  of  it  until 
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he  know  who  was  the  right  owner."  This  rendered  any 
further  demand  unnecessary.  It  was  a  refusal  to  deliver  any 
of  it,  not  based  on  any  insufficiency  of  the  demand,  but  an 
absolute  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to  it,  and  a  reftisal  to 
deliver  any  to  him.  Another  question  is  as  to  the  sufficienejr 
of  the  tender  to  warrant  the  recovery. 

It  is  now  well  settled  where  the  creditor  held  nothing  but 
the  purchaser's  notes  for  the  goods  purchased,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  tender  such  notes  before  action,  but  that  it  is  sufficient 
to  produce  them  on  the  trial  to  be  canceled.  Nichols  v. 
Miohad,  supra.  And  it  is  equally  well  settled  if  he  has 
receiired  the  notes  of  otlier  persons  or  other  property  on 
account  of  the  purchase  he  must  restore  or  offer  to  restore 
the  same  before  suit.  This  was  so  stated  in  Niehals  v. 
Miohad,  as  the  general  rule.  "  Where  one  party  to  a  contract 
elects  to  rescind  it  for  fraud,  it  is  an  indispensable  prelimi- 
nary that  he  smrender  all  that  he  has  received  from  the  other 
party  upon  the  contract.  Bsasdsley,  J.,  in  Mason  v.  fiand 
(1  Denio,  72-74),  says :  "  The  party  who  would  disaffirm 
a  contract  must  return  whatever  he  has  received  upon  it. 
He  cannot  hold  on  to  snch  part  of  the  contract  as  may  be 
desirable  on  his  part  and  avoid  the  residue,  but  must  resdnd 
mtoto  if  At  all."  {BaJcer  v.  Bobbins,  2  Denio,  139 ;  Fisher 
V.  Ckmant^  8  E.  D.  Smith,  199.)  This  rule  was  recognized 
by  the  judge  upon  the  trial.  He  told  the  jury,  "In  order 
to  avoid  such  sale  the  party  rescinding  must  restore  what  he 
has  received,  and  all  he  has  received."  This  was  all  the 
defendant  had  a  right  to  claim.  Ko  part  of  the  lumber  pur- 
chased iu  the  fall  of  1855  had  been  paid  for.  The  vendw 
had  received  nothing  except  the  notes  of  the  purchaser,  and 
these  were  produced  on  the  trial.  In  regard  to  this  portion 
there  was  a  good  cause  of  action  made  out  if  the  contract 
was  traudulent,  and  the  judge  therefore  rightly  refused  to 
dismiss  the  complaint  on  this  ground.  As  he  instructed  the 
j]iry  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  any  other  sales 
except  those  in  tlie  fall  of  1855,  it  was  unnecessary  to  give 
the  jiuy  any  further  instructions  in  regard  to  the  money  paid 
on  former  purchases.    The  remaining  question  is  as  to  the 
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propriety  of  submitting  to  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
not  affirmed  the  contract  on  his  first  yisit  to  Auburn.  He  had 
told  the  jury  that  the  seller,  if  he  rescinds  the  contract, 
must  do  so  the  first  reasonable  and  practicable  moment  after 
he  discovers  the  fraud.  K  he  affirma  the  contract  after  he 
has  a  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  eren  for  a  moment,  he  cannot 
rescind,  and  he  submitted  to  the  jury  whether  what  he  did 
at  Auburn  was  such  an  affirmance. 

It  is  not  by  any  means  clear  from  the  evidenee  that  the 
plaintiff,  when  he  went  to  Auburn,  had  fiill  knowledge  of  the 
circumstances  attending  the  alleged  fraud;  and  whether  he 
had  or  not  was,  I  think  properly,  submitted  to  the  jury.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  knowledge  when 
the  debts  were  created  or  what  debts  were  owing  at  the  time 
the  representations  were  made.  On  various  points  connected 
with. this  part  of  the  case  there  was  uncertainty  calling  for 
the  finding  of  the  jury. 

A  point  is  made  as  to  the  amount  of  damages.  That  was 
a  question  of  fact^  which  if  erroneously  found  should  have 
been  corrected  in  the  court  below. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Jui^ment  tiffirmed. 
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John  Ganson  and  others,  Bespondents,  v.  Thb  Crrr  of  Buf- 
falo, Appellant. 

When  by  law  it  is  made  the  duty  of  a  mnnidpal  oorporation  to  pay  to  the  own^ 
era  of  lands  appropriated  for  public  purpoeeSi  the  amonnt  due  for  the  same, 
within  one  year  after  the  same  ahall  be  ascertained  on  the  report  of  commis- 
sioners appointed  for  that  purpbse,  an  action  will  lie  against  such  corporation 
for  such  amount  after  the  same  becomes  due  and  payable. 

B  aeemSf  that  if  the  fund  out  of  which  such  amonnt  to  bepaid,  is  to  be  raised 
by  an  assessment  to  be  made  by  the  oorporation  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
corporation  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  such  assessment,  that  fncmdamua  would 
be  the  proper  remedy. 

Whore  by  the  charter,  the  sums  awarded  for  damages  are  not  declared  to 
be  a  debt  against  the  city,  or  when  it  is  not  made  the  duty  of  the  dty  to  pay 
the  same,  the  only  obligation  resting  upon  the  corporatiQn  is  to  put  the  neoea- 
sary  machineiy  in  motion  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amonnt  of  an 
award  made  by  commissionerB  of  assessments  to  the  plain- 
tiff's testator,  for  a  piece  of  land  taken  and  appropriated 
by  the  defendants  for  the  purposes  of  a  ship-canal.  The 
action  was  tried  in  tjie  Superior  Court  of  Buffalo,  by  the 
court  without  a  jury,  and  which  found  the  following  facts : 
That  on  the  20th  of  April,  1857,  the  common  council  of  the 
city  of  Buffalo  adopted  a  resolution  declaring  its  intention  to 
take  and  appropriate  the  land  necessary  to  lay  out  a  ship- 
canal  from  Buffalo  creek  to  Lake  Erie,  and  for  that  purpose 
to  take  certain  lands  described  in  said  resolution.  That  for 
that  purpose  certain  proceedings  were  afterward  had  under 
the  charter  of  said  city  for  the  taking  of  such  land.  That 
on  the  31st  day  of  July,  1857,  the  commissioners  appointed 
for  that  purpose  made  and  filed  with  the  city  clerk  of  said 
city  their  report,  in  and  by  which  they  awarded  to  the  testa- 
tor of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  for  his  interest  in  the  land 
described  in  the  above-mentioned  resolution,  the  sum  of 
$9,000,  which  report  was  confirmed  by  said  common  coun- 
cil on  the  7th  day  of  December,  1857.  That  the  proceedings 
had  to  take  the  said  land  are  all  contained  in  the  papers  read 
in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflfe,  and  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  order  of  the  said  Superior  Court,  made  November 
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20, 1862,  and  the  affidavit  of  Quartus  Graves,  made  on  the 
24th  day  of  Jnly,  1862,  are  all  attached  together,  and  are 
now  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  city  clerk  as  the  record  of  snch 
proceedings.  That  at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  such  pro- 
ceedings the  plaintiffs'  testator  was  seized  in  fee  of  a  part  of 
the  land  described  in  said  resolution  of  the  common  council, 
of  April  20,  1857,  and  the  said  award  to  the  plaintiff  of 
$9,000  was  made  to  him  as  a  compensation  for  his  interest  in 
the  said  land.  That  the  said  common  council  has  never 
made,  or  directed  to  be  made,  an  assessment  to  pay  the  com- 
pensation in  and  by  the  said  report  awarded  to  the  plainti£&' 
testator  and  to  the  other  persons  mentioned  therein,  and  that  in 
fact  no  assessment  has  ever  been  made  to  pay  such  awards  or 
compensation  or  either  of  them  or  any  part  thereof.  That 
the  proceedings  so  as  aforesaid  had  for  taking  and  appro- 
priating the  said  land,  to  lay  out  said  8hii>-canal,  were  not 
had  upon  the  application  of  a  majority  of  the  property 
holders  resident  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  and  liable  to  be  taxed 
or  assessed  for  the  construction  of  said  canal,  and  that  no 
petition  or  application  whatever  has  ever  been  presented  to 
said  common  council  asking  for  or  consenting  to  the  construc- 
tion of  said  ship-canal  or  the  taking  and  appropriating  of  the 
land  necessary  to  lay  out  the  same.  That  since  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  said  report  the  said  defendant  has  done  nothing 
toward  the  construction  of  the  said  ship-canal,  and  has  never 
entered  upon  the  lands  mentioned  and  described  in  said  reso- 
lution of  April  20, 1857,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the  purpose 
of  constructing  said  canal  or  for  any  purpose  whatever. 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  said  court  found  and  decided 
as  matter  of  law,  that  the  plaintiffs'  testator  recover  from 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  $11,965.89.  Judgment  was  there- 
upon given  for  that  sum,  and  the  same  was  affirmed  at  Gene- 
ral Term,  and  the  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

Davtbs,  J.  It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
that  the  order  amending  the  original  order  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  commissioners  was  improperly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence.   The  original  order  named  Joseph  G.  Hoyt  as  one  of 
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the  comiiufisioner».  Under  that  ord&c  Jamea  O.  Hoyt  took 
the  oath  of  office  prescribed  for  the  conuniasionerB,  and  aeted 
aa  Buth,  and  made  and  signed  the  report,  which  was  con- 
firmed. It  is  clear  that  he  waa  the  person  intended,  and 
who  acted,  and  who  was,  in  fact,  the  person  appointed. 
There  is  no  evidence  in  the  ease  that  there  was  any  such  I 

person  as  Joseph  G.  Hoyt,  and,  it  appearing  to  the  court  I 

who  made  the  order  appointing  the  oommissioners,  that  the  I 

writing  of  the  word  Joseph  in  the  place  of  JameSy  was  a  ' 

clerical  error  made  by  the  clerk  thereof,  wd  that  James  G.  ' 

Hoyt  was  the  person  actually  appointed,  it  was  competent 
for  the  court  to  amend  the  ord^  in  accordance  with  the 
facts.  Such  order  had  relation  back  to  the  original  order, 
and  made  that  conform  to  the  truth  of  the  matter.  The 
court  did  not,  therefore,  err  in  admitting  the  order  to  amend 
the  original  order  to  be  read  in  evidence,  and,  the  original 
order  being  thus  in  faot  amended,  there  was  no  error  in  the 
admission  of  the  report  of  the  comtmissionera,  from  which  it 
appeared  that  the  same  was  made  by  the  persons  named  m 
the  order  of  appointment  as  amended.  The  &ct  is  found 
by  the  court,  tJukt  the  oommissioners  appointed  by  the  eourt 
made  and  filed  their  report.  If  it  was  necessary  to  resort  to 
the  evidence,  it  is  apparent  from  it  that  the  facts  proven 
abundantly  sustain  this  finding  without  any  aid  from  tha 
order  of  amendment.  As  already  observed,  it  was  eom-* 
petent  for  the  eourt  to  amend  the  proceedings  to  correct 
clerical  errors.  But  if  this  amendment  was  not  made^  I 
am  unable  to  see  any  reason  why  the  report  should  have 
been  excluded. 

The  first,  second  and  third  grounds  of  nonsuit  urged  in 
the  part  below  were  disposed  of  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
Warren  v.  The  City  qf  BuffoLo^  decided  at  the  June  Term> 
1861.  That  was  an  action  to  recover  an  amount  made  and 
confirmed  by  these  defendants  for  a  piece  of  land  taken 
imder  their  charter  ifx  a  public  street.  In  the  opinion  in 
that  case  it  was  said  that  the  compensation  due  to  the  owners 
was  ascertained  by  the  report  of  oommiesioners,  and  the 
report  was  duly  confirmed.     Nothing  remained  to  be  done, 
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except  to  make  that  compenaation  iu  money,  and  this  the 
charter  required  the  common  council  to  make  within  one 
year  after  the  amount  was  asoertained.  Ko  doubt  that  time 
was  given  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  city  govewiment 
to  collect  the  money  by  local  assessment  on  the  persons  or 
property  benefited  by  the  improvement;  but  the  right  to 
proceed  and  make  this  coUeetion,  or  the  neglect  to  exercise  it, 
did  not  discharge  the  duty  of  paying  the  owners  of  the  land, 
or  extend  the  time  lor  making  such  payment.  The  charter, 
in  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  eighth  title,  provides  that  the 
amount  of  compensation  due  to  the  landowners  shall  be 
legally  assessed,  but  the  eighteenth  seetion  declares,,  in  effect, 
that,  as  between  such  owners  and  the  city,  the  compensation 
shall  be  a  general  debt  or  charge.  This  is  the  effect,  because 
the  money  is  payable  peremptorily  within  the  time  specified, 
and  oat  of  no  particular  fund. 

The  second  ground  of  nonsuit  ui^ed  was  that  the  plain- 
tiffs' remedy  waa  by  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  common 
council  of  the  defendant  to  proceed  and  make  the  contem- 
plated assessment,  and  out  of  the  fiind  thus  received  to  pay 
and  discharge  the  amount  made  to  the  testator.  A  like 
ground  was  taken  in  the  case  of  Warren  {mpra)j  and  it  was 
then  thus  answered  by  this  court :  ^^  It  has  been  also  said 
that  the  remedy  of  the  plainti£B»  is  by  mandamus,  and  not  by 
suit.  Undoubtedly  if  the  sum  in  controversy  waa  payable 
only  out  of  the  local  assessment  ftmd,  a  mandamus  wouM  lie 
to  compel  that  assessment  to  be  made,  and  an  action  proba- 
bly would  not  lie  until  the  money  should  be  collected  on  the 
warrant.  But  the  plaintiff  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
local  tax.  The  duty  owing  to  them  is  simply  the  payment 
of  a  sum  of  HK>ney,  and  the  action  of  debt  was  always  the 
appropriate  remedy  for  the  enforcement  of  such  a  duty." 

It  is  urged  by  the  respondents*  counsel,  that  there  is  no 
proof  in  the  record  or  otherwise,  that  one  of  the  city  assessors 
was  appointed  one  of  the  commissioners,  in  accordance  with 
the  directions  of  the  city  charter,  and  again  he  urges  that  the 
provision  of  the  charter  requiring  the  appointment  of  one  of 
the  city  assessors  on  the  commission  is  unconstitutional.    In 
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Bnpport  of  this  latter  position,  he  argues,  that  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  land  taken 
for  public  use  shall  bo  ascertained  by  a  jury  or  by  three  com- 
missioners appointed  by  a  court  of  record.  That  it  was 
intended  to  give  parties  the  right  to  go  before  an  unbiased 
court  and  submit  their  objections  to  any  person  proposed, 
and  to  secure  the  appointment  of  fair  and  disinterested 
appraisers.  That  the  legislature  has  no  right,  therefore,  to 
direct  that  any  particular  individual  shall  be  appointed,  and 
thus  usufp  the  powers  given  to  the  court.  In  this  view  of 
the  constitutional  provision,  the  counsel  for  the  respondents 
is  undoubtedly  correct.  The  legislature  clearly  had  no 
power  to  say  who,  or  what  class  of  persons,  should  be 
appointed  commissioners.  In  the  matter  of  the  opening  of 
the  Eleventh  avenue,  Judge  Edwards,  at  Special  Term,  in 
1852,  held  that  this  provision  superseded  the  requirements 
of  the  act  of  1839,  which  directed  the  court  to  appoint  one 
commissioner  on  the  nomination  of  the  conmion  council  of 
New  York,  and  one  on  the  nomination  of  the  parties,  whose 
property  was  to  be  taken,  and  the  third  to  be  selected  by  the 
court ;  that  the  Constitution  vested  in  the  court,  absolutely 
and  without  control,  the  appointment  of  the  commissioners, 
and  that  the  court  had  full  power  to  select  such  comimiS' 
sioners  as  in  its  judgment  were  most  fit,  without  reference  to 
the  nominations  of  the  common  council,  or  the  parties 
in  interest.  Such  had  been  the  ruling  of  the  court  in 
other  cases,  and  that  is  regarded  as  the  settled  practice 
in  the  appointment  of  commissioners  in  the  first  judi- 
cial district.  (Davies'  Laws,  p.  1244.)  It  may  be 
conceded,  therefore,  that  the  provision  in  the  defend 
ant's  charter  requiring  the  court  to  appoint  one  of  the 
city  assessors  as  one  of  the  commissioners,  is  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution,  and,  therefore,  void  and  of  no  obligatory 
force  upon  the  court ;  yet  still  it  is  not  perceived  how  this 
objection  can  be  availed  of,  or  is  at  all  appropriate,  if  the 
position  of  the  counsel  is  true,  that  there  is  no  proof  in  the 
record  or  otherwise  that  one  of  the  city  assessors  was 
appointed  one  of  the  commissioners.     If  the  provision  of  the 
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charter  requiring  one  of  the  assesaors  to  be  appointed  was 
nnconstitutional  and  void,  snrely  the  proceedings  are  not  in- 
validated by  the  omission  to  prove  that  such  illegal  and  void 
appointment  was  made.  The  averment  in  the  complaint 
that  one  of  the  commissioners  was  a  member  of  the  board  of 
assessors,  was  denied  by  the  answer,  and  no  proof  was  offered 
to  sustain  the  averment,  and  there  was  no  finding  on  the 
subject.  But  if  the  averment  is  to  be  taken  as  a  fact,  it  is 
not  perceived  how  it  renders  the  appointment  of  this  par- 
ticular commissioner  invalid.  There.is  no  prohibition  in  the 
Oonstitution  against  the  appointment  of  one  of  the  city 
assessors ;  and,  upon  the  argument  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
Bel,  sustained  by  abundant  authority,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
discretion  of  the  court  as  to  who  it  should  appoint  commis- 
sioners could  only  be  restrained  or  qualified  by  a  constitu- 
tional limitation.  It  follows,  tiherefore,  if  the  court  in  its  dis- 
cretion thought  proper  to  appoint  one  of  the  city  assessors 
a  commissioner,  it  would  have  been  perfectly  legal  and  proper 
80  to  have  done.  .  By  the  charter  of  the  defendant  as  it 
existed  at  the  time  this  award  was  made  and  confirmed,  it 
was  made  the  duty  of  the  defendant  absolutely  to  .pay  the 
same  within  one  year  after  the  amount  was  ascertained. 
This  ascertainment  could  only  be  definitely  determined  when 
the  report  of  the  commissioners  should  be  confirmed.  The 
amount,  then,  was  to  be  paid  within  one  year  from  the  con- 
firmation of  the  report.  A  similar  provision  eidsts  in  the  laws 
relating  to  the  taking  of  property  for  public  use  in  the  city 
of  New  York.  There  the  functions  of  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  made  to  the  respective  owners 
of  the  lands  taken,  and  the  assessment  of  the  total  amount 
so  ascertained,  together  with  the  costs  and  expenses  of  the 
proceedings,  are  united  in  one  set  of  commissioners ;  and  they 
as  well  make  the  awards  as  make  and  impose  the  assess- 
ments. Upon  the  confirmation  of  their  report  the  awards 
are  ascertained  and  a  fund  provided  for  their  payment. 
The  statute  also  declares  that  the  corporation  of  that 
city  shall  pay,  within  four  calendar  months  after  the  con- 
firmation of  the  report,  the  amount  of  such  awards  respect- 
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irely,  and  in  case  of  neglect  shall  be  liable  in  an  action 
to  pay  the  same,  with  lawfdl  interest  from  the  time  of  sncji 
demand,  with  costs  of  suit  It  has  never  been  questioned 
there  that  such  liability  was  absolute  upon  the  corporation 
at  the  expiration  of  the  four  months  from  the  confirmation 
of  the  commissioners'  report,  and  that  it  was  no  answer  to 
the  demand  or  to  the  action  that  the  aaaessment  made  had 
not  heen  collected. 

The  liability  of  these  defendants,  therefore,  is  clearly  the 
same  as  that  of  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
and  is  absolute,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  re^>ectiyely 
specified  for  the  payment  of  the  awards.  And  this  case  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  the  case  of  MoOuUaugh  y.  The 
OUy  cf  Broohlyn  (23  Wend.,  458),  and  Gerald  v.  Same^ 
decided  in  this  court  at  June  Term,  1863.  Both  these 
cases  were  actions  to  recover  awards  made  f<»*  lands 
taken  for  public  use^  and  the  charter  of  the  defendants 
required  an  assessment  to  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the 
awards.  But  the  sums  awarded  for  damages  were  not 
declared  to  be  debts  against  the  city,  nor  was  it  made  the 
duty  of  .the  corporation  to  pay  the  money.  It  was  held  in 
those  cases  that  the  only  duty  or  obligation  resting  upon  that 
eorporation  was  that  of  putting  the  necessary  machinery  in 
motion  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  It  was 
said  that  if  the  common  coundl  had  neglected  that  duty,  or 
had  been  wanting  in  diligence,  an  action  on  the  case  ought 
lie  in  favor  of  any  one  who,  like  the  plaintiflF,  would  be 
entitled  to  the  money  when  collected.  But  it  was  suggested 
that  a  numdmMH  would  be  a  more  aj^ropriate  remedy.  By 
an  amendment  made  to  the  defendant's  charter  in  1859,  the 
moneys  payable  by  the  defendant  for  awards  of  lands  taken, 
instead  of  being  payable  within  one  year  after  ih^aseericum- 
merU.oi  the  amount  th^eof,  were  thereafter  payable  within 
one  year  after  the  assessments  to  be  made  for  the  payment 
thereof.  Tlie  right  of  the  plaintifl^'  testator  to  this  money 
and  to  compel  its  payment  by  the  defendant  was  vested  and 
complete  at  the  cxpration  of  a  year  from  the  ascertainment 
of  the  amount    The  section  of  the  defendant's  diarter  was 
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not  repealed,  and  therefore  tiie  reafioning  of  Cabs,  J«,  in 
Butler  V.  Palmer  (1  Hill,  324),  is  inapplicable  in  this 
iBfitance.  It  maj  well  be  held  that  the  amendment  of  1859 
applied  cmly  to  awards  made  after  the  passage  of  that  act.  It 
did  not  in  terms  apply  to  those  made  and  ascertained  previouB 
to  its  passage,  and  therefore  shonld  not  have  that  effect.  An 
act  of  the  legislature,  as  a  general  rule,  is  to  have  no  retro- 
spective operation,  and  Blaosstonb,  in  his  commentaries, 
treats  it  as  a  just  principle  that  all  laws  are  to  commence  «n 
futuro  and  operate  prospectively.  (1  Bl.  Com.,  44.) 

In  D(Prt  V.  Va/n  Vlec^  (7  Johns.,  477),  it  was  held,  after 
much  deliberatiou  and  an  extended  discussion,  that  an  act  of 
the  legislature  is  not  to  be  construed  to  operate  nstrospeo- 
'timly^  so  as  to  take  away  a  vested  right,  and  that  it  was  a 
principle  of  universal  jurisprudence,  that  laws,  civil  or 
criminal,'  must  be  prospective,  and  cannot  have  a  retroac- 
tive effect.  The  language  of  Judge  Thompson  in  that  case 
is  pertinent  to  that  now  under  oondderation.  He  said  giv- 
ing to  the  act  a  retrospective  operation  would  be  productive 
of  wrong  and  injustice,  for  it  not  only  takes  away  a  vested 
right  but  punishes  and  endamages  the  plaintiff  in  the  payment' 
of  costs.  It  can  never  be  presumed  from  the  general  words 
of  that  statute,  that  the  legislature  intended  that  it  should 
work  such  injustice.  Nothing  short  of  the  most  direct  and 
unequivocal  expression  would  justify  such  a  conclusion.  The 
best  settled  rule  of  construction  given  by  the  English  courts 
to  the  statute  of  frauds  (29  Car.  H,  ch.  3)  goes  strongly  in 
corroboration  of  the  interpretation  I  have  given  to  the  act  be- 
fore us.  The  language  of  that  statute  is,  "  that  from  and  after 
tiie  24th  of  June,  1677,  no  actum  should  he  hrougfU  whereby 
to  charge  any  person  upon  an  agreement  in  consideration, 
etc."  Yet  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that  the  act  would 
not  retrospect  so  as  to  take  away  a  right  of  action  to  which 
a  party  was  before  that  time  entitled,  but  applied  only  to 
promises  made  after  the  24th  of  June,  1677.  (4  Burr.,  3560 ; 
2  Shower,  17;  2  Mod.,  310;  lYent.,330.)  It  must,  therefore, 
be  held  that  the  amendment  of  1859  did  not  take  away  the 
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right  of  action  of  the  plaintiffs'  testator  which  was  vested 
and  complete  before  that  amendment  was  made. 

It  is  further  contended,  that  the  whole  proceedings  of 
the  common  council  of  the  defendant  were  void  for  want  of 
authority,  in  this,  that  there  was  no  application  of  a  majority 
of  the  property  holders,  resident  of  the  city  of  Buffalo,  and 
liable  to  be  taxed  or  assessed  for  the  proposed  ship-canal,  to 
the  common  council,  for  the  construction  thereof,  or  the  tak- 
ing and  appropriating  of  the  land  necessary  to  lay  out  the  same, 
and  that  without  such  application  the  common  council  had 
no  power  or  anthority  to  take  the  said  land  or  proceed  in 
the  construction  of  the  said  can  al.  The  provisions  of  the  nine- 
teenth section  of  the  defendant's  charter,  requiring  an  applica- 
tion of  a  majority  of  the  property  holders,  apply  only  to  the' 
improvements  mentioned  and  enumerated  in  that  section. 
They  are,  the  grading,  building,  paving,  repairing,  macadam- 
izing or  graveling  any  street,  alley,  lane  or  highway  in 
said  city,  or  the  construction,  relaying  or  repairing,  any  cross 
and  sidewalks,  drains,  basins,  canals,  docks,  slips,  wharves, 
sewers  and  aqueducts  therein.  It  is  thus  seen  that  these 
provisions  contain  no  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  com- 
mon council  to  take  and  appropriate  the  necessary  land, 
which  may  be  required  for  the  laying  out,  widening,  altering 
or  straightening  any  street,  alley,  lane,  highway,  market 
ground,  public  ground,  canal,  basin,  wharf  or  slip,  conferred 
by  the  sixth  section  of  title  eight.  The  two  proceedings 
are  entirely  independent  of  and  unconnected  with  each 
other,  and  that  authorized  by  the  sixth  section  can  be  initiated 
on  the  mere  motion  of  the  common  council,  while  these 
improvements  called  for  by  the  nineteenth  section  must  have 
for  their  basis  an  application  from  a  majority  of  the  property 
holders  directly  interested  therein  and  resident  of  the  city. 
There  is  no  force,  therefore,  in  the  objection,  that  the  resolu- 
tion to  take  the  lands  of  the  testator  of  the  plaintiffs  and 
others  for  the  construction  of  the  ship-canal,  was  void,  because 
not  asked  for  by  a  majority  of  property  holders  interested 
therein.  It  may  well  be  that  the  common  council  could  not 
proceed  to  construct  said  ship-canal  without  such  application, 
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but  I  have  no  doubt  such  applieation  was  not  called  for,  or 
required,  before  they  could  determine  to  take  the  land  neces- 
sary for  that  purpose. 

The  judgment  should  therefore  be  affirmed. 

All  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Ebabtus  B.  Seymour  and  "William  Wells,  Eespondents,  v. 
KoBEBT  MoNTGOMBBY,  Appellant. 

A  contract  to  build  the  hull  of  a  vessel  being  wholly  executory  in  its  character, 
passes  no  title  to,  or  interest  in,  the  vessel,  as  against  parties  having  no 
notice  of  such  contract. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  Buffalo  in  favor  of  plaintiffs. 

In  the  month  of  February,  1857,  four  parties,  Bidwell, 
Banta  &  Co.,  Sidney  Shepard,  William  Dickson  and  Eobert 
Montgomery,  the  defendant,  entered  into  a  contract  to  build 
a  propeller,  the  total  cost  of  which  was  to  be  $45,500,  and 
each  party  was  to  own  one-quarter. 

Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.  were  ship-builders,  having  a  ship- 
yard, and  were  to  furnish  materials  and  build  the  hull  ready 
for  the  painters'  brush  for  $25,000. 

Sidney  Shepard  was  engine  builder,  and  was  to  furnish  the 
engine  and  boilers  at  a  stipulated  price,  which  was  more  than 
the  value  of  one-quarter  of  the  propeller  (the  value  of  one- 
quarter  being  $11,375). 

William  Dickson  and  the  defendant  were  each  respectively 
to  pay  in  cash  to  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.,  $6,812.50,  being  one- 
half  the  balance  due  to  B.,  B.  &  Co.  of  the  sum  of  $25,000, 
after  deducting  the  value  of  their  one-quarter,  $11,375,  and 
were  ^Iso  to  pay  each  one-half  the  balance  due  to  Shepard 
for  the  engine  and  boilers,  after  deducting  the  value  of  his 
one-quarter,  and  were  also  to  pay  each  one-half  of  the  cost 
of  finishing  and  outfit. 
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The  defendant  and  said  DickBon  were  each  respectively  to 
have  the  privilege  of  buying  the  said  quarter  of  B.,  B.  A  Oo., 
and  the  quarter  of  said  Shepard,  or  both,  whenever  either  of 
them  should  respectively  elect  so  to  do. 

On  the  25th  day  of  February,  1857,  before  the  vessel  V)as 
commenced^  said  Dickson  elected  to  purchase  the  quarter 
interest  of  B.,  B.  &  Co.,  and  then  and  there  paid  them  $8,000 
to  apply  first  in  payment  of  said  $6,812.50,  and  the  balance 
on  the  purchase  price  of  their  quarter,  being  the  sum  of 
$1,187.50,  but  there  is  no  evidence  that  Montgomery  was  in 
anywise  informed  of  this  purchase. 

B.,  B.  &  Co.  afterward  proceeded  and  constracted  the  vessel 
in  their  own  yard  and  from  their  own  materials,  and  in  the 
latter  pait  of  August,  or  early  in  SeptCimber,  1857,  when  she 
was  ready  to  launch,  the  said  firm  sold  cmd  conveyed  the  said 
one^tiarter  to  the  defendcmt^  for  $11,375.50,  which  the  defend- 
ant paid  except  $996.31,  which  balance  the  aaid  B.,  B.  &  Go. 
assigned  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  for  which  this  action  was 
brought  The  defense  interposed  by  the  defendant  to  the 
action  was  that  he  did  not  by  this  purchase  procure  the  entire 
title  to  the  ono-quarter  interest  thus  purchased,  but  that  Wil- 
liam Dickscm  was  the  owner  thereof  to  the  extent  of  $1,175, 
and  upward. 

The  referee  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment for  said  balance,  to  which  decision  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted,  and  his  judgment  having  been  affirmed  at 
General  Term  the  defendant  appealed  therefrom  to  thia  court. 
The  case  was  submitted  on  printed  points. 

M,  A.  Whitney^  for  the  plaintiffs,  respondents. 

James  Sheldon^  for  the  defendant,  appellant. 

HoGBBooM,  J.  The  plaintiflb  made  at  least  a  prima  facie 
title  to  the  undivided  interest  of  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.,  in 
the  propeller,  or  the  price  thereof,  by  showing  a  sale  and 
conveyance  of  such  undivided  interest  by  the  latter  to  the 
defendant,  and  an  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  unpaid 
portion  of  the  price. 
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The  defendant,  who  undeniably  owed  this  debt,  undertook 
to  defend  the  action  by  showing  a  prior  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  such  undivided  interest  to  William  Dickson, 
and  the  payment  of  a  part  of  the  price  thereof  by  Dickson  to 
Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.  The  answer  to  this  is,  that  this  con- 
tract and  payment  being  before  tlie  propeller  was  commenced 
to  be  built  was  wholly  cKecutory  in  its  character  and  passed 
no  title  to  or  interest  in  the  vessel  to  Dickson  as  against  the 
defendant  who  had  no  notice  of  this  contract.  {Andrews  v. 
Duroptt,  11  N.  Y.,  35.) 

That  such  is  the  general  rule  is  undeniable,  at  least  since 
the  last  cited  case,  but  it  is  attempted  to  be  taken  out  of  the 
operation  of  this  rule,  by  the  fact,  that  Bidwell,  Banta  & 
Co.,  Dickson  and  Montgomery  were,  with  one  Shepard,  joint 
proprietors  of  the  vessel,  and  in  fact  jointly  concerned  in 
the  construction  thereof  at  their  joint  expense,  that  under  the 
arrangement  between  them  for  such  construction  Dickson  and 
Montgomery  were  entitled  to  purchase  of  the  other  parties 
their  interest  therein,  and  that  by  reason  of  this  arrangement 
the  parties  were  in  eiFect  partners,  and  each  bound  to  take 
notice  of  the  interest  of  the  others  therein,  and  its  extent 
both  l^al  and  equitable. 

But  I  think  they  wei-e  not  partners,  but  only  part  owners 
of  the  propeller,  the  agreement  was  that  each  should  con- 
tribute the  sum  necessary  to  pay  for  one-quarter  thereof,  and 
each  should  be  one-quai-ter  owner,  they  contributed  this  or 
were  to  do  so  in  separate  sums,,  and  were,  I  think,  to  have  a 
several  though  an  undivided  interest  in  the  vessel.  It  is 
doubtftd  indeed  whether  any  but  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.,  who 
were  the  builders  of  the  hull,  and  in  possession  thereof,  and 
interested  to  the  largest  Hinount  in  value  in  the  vessel  were 
the  legal  owners  thereof,  until  a  conveyance  thereof  by  themi 
althougli  the  equitable  interests  of  the  other  parties  would 
doubtless  be  preserved  as  to  all  parties  who  dealt  with  Banta 
&  Co.,  with  knowledge  of  such  equitable  interest.  Of  the 
right  of  Dickson  to  purchase  of  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.,  Mont- 
gomery was  of  course  apprised  by  the  contract,  he  had  the 
same  right  himself,  but  of  the  exercise  of  that  right  he  was 
59 
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wholly  unapprised,  and  in  regard  to  it,  I  think  was  not 
bonnd  to  inquire,  unless  some  circumstances  beyond  the 
mere  terms  of  the  contract  were  brought  to  his  notice  to  put, 
him  on  inquiry.  None  such  existed,  and  I  think  the  conse- 
quence was,  that,  however  inequitable  it  was  for  Bidwell^ 
Banta  &  Co.,  with  a  part  of  the  price  of  their  interest  in  the 
vessel  in  their  pockets,  paid  to  them  by  Dickson,  to  sell  to 
another  person,  yet  if  such  sale  and  conveyance  to  Mont- 
gomery were  in  fact  made,  it  vested  in  the  latter  a  title  to 
the  property,  and  obliged  him  to  pay  the  price,  unless  Dick- 
son was  in  some  way  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  intervened 
in  his  own  behalf.  The  price  is  nevertheless  due  from  Mont- 
gomery, and  collectible  by  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.,  or  their 
assignees.  And  it  must  be  determined  by  some  future  litiga- 
tion whether  the  plaintiflFs  after  collecting  it  are  to  respond  to 
Dickson  for  it  in  whole  or  in  part.  Under  the  present  state 
of  the  proof,  and  as  between  the  present  parties  litigant,  I 
think  the  judgment  of  tlie  court  below  was  right,  and  should 
be  affirmed. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  The  plaintiffs,  it  is  true,  can  claim  no 
greater  rights  tliau  that  which  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.  could 
have  claimed.  The  question  is,  whether,  under  the  facts 
found,  the  defendant  can  claim  to  have  deducted  from  the 
purchase  price  of  the  one-quarter  interest  purchased  by  him, 
the  amount  which  Dickson  had  paid  on  account  of  his 
inchoate  purchase  of  the  same  A^uarter  interest.  There  is  no 
privity  between  hiia  and  Dickson,  which  would  enable  the 
defendant  to  avail  himself  of  that  payment,  by  way  of  set-off, 
or  recoupment.  If  he  can  have  the  benefit  of  it  in  any  way, 
it  must  be  on  the  groimd  of  a  partial  failure  of  law  in  Bid- 
well,  Banta  &  Co.  If  it  could  be  said  that  these  parties  did 
not  own  the  whole  quarter,  but  that  Dickson  owned  a  part 
of  it,  to  the  extent  of  his  payment,  then  there  would  appear  to 
be  such  partial  faihire  of  title.  But  there  are  not  sufficient 
facts  found  to  show  that  any  interest  passed  to  Dickson.  It 
is  not  shown  why  he  did  not  complete  his  purchase.  If  it 
was  on  account  of  his  failure  to  complete  the  payment,  no 
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interest  in  the  subject  passed  to  him.  So  if,  without  fault  on 
his  part,  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.  refused  to  complete  the  sale 
to  him,  or  put  it  out  of  their  power  to  do  so,  by  disposing  of 
the  quarter  to  the  defendant,  still  no  interest  passed  to 
Dickson.  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co.  became  liable  to  repay  him 
the  money  he  had  advanced  on  account  of  the  purchase,  and, 
perhaps,  damages,  for  not  performing  on  their  part,  but  the 
title  of  the  property  would  not  be  changed.  The  sale  of  the 
quarter  to  Dickson  must  be  considered  executory,  and  as  not 
conferring  any  title  upon  Dickson  until  the  payment  should 
be  completed.  There  was  nothing  existing  at  that  time  of 
which  possession  could  be  predicated.  The  subject  was  yet 
to  come  into  existence,  and  any  contract  concerning  it  must, 
of  necessity,  be  executory,  and  not  executed. 

The  question,  of  course,  is,  who  should  lose  by  the  insol- 
vency of  Bidwell,  Banta  &  Co. ;  and  it  must  clearly  be  Dick- 
son, for  they  had  his  money  in  their  hands  at  the  failure. 
The  defendant  got  the  whole  interest  which  he  bargained 
fof,  and  he  must,  therefore,  pay  the  balance  of  the  price 
which  he  agreed  to  give. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Oourt  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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John  1*.  Latimbb,  Respondent,  v.  IB..  'Hill  Whbkleb,  Ap- 
pellant. 

Where  the  defeBdafit  has  once  beeh  m  poaseatton  of  phlmtifr'fi  chattek,  but  bae 
parted  with  the  same,  claiming  ownership,  a  refusal  to  deliver  them  up  on 
demand  of  the  plainti^  will  render  him  liable  for  the  same. 

Where  a  party  having  possesBion  of  goods  belonging  to  another,  parts  with 
hem  without  the  authority  of  the  owner,  aiid  the  party  holding  such  gooda 
refuses  to  deliver  them  to  the  owner  on  demand^  he  will  be  liabte  in  deHnu* 
equally  with  the  party  refusing. 

Datibs,  J.  This  aictioii  was  brought  to  recover  certain 
goods  and  chattels,  claitoed  by  the  plaintiff  to  belong  to  him, 
and  which  he  alleged  in  his  complaint  the  defefidant  had 
become  possessed  of  atid  wfongMly  detailied.  The  defend- 
ant in  his  answer  denied  that  he  had  become  pcM^essed  of  or 
wrdngfolly  detained  &otn  the  plaintiff  the  said  goods  and 
chattels.  He  also  denied  the  ownership  of  the  plaintiff  of 
the  sdd  goods  and  chattels,  and  claimed  that  he  was  the 
owner  thereof,  altiiongh  not  in  the  poBsession  of  the  same*  Hfe 
also  alleged,  in  his  answer,  that  from  the  tiine  of  the  making 
of  the  mortgage  to  th^  plaintiffj  in  January,  185ft,  tintil  the 
35th  of  October,  1856,  the  said  goods  and  ebatlfela  were  in  a 
certain  hotel,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn^  oalkd  tibe  "  Globe 
Hotel,"  and  that  the  same  during  that  period  were  exclusively 
in  the  possession  of  one  Benjamin  Kathbone,  and  that,  on  that 
day,  Kathbone's  possession  of  said  hotel,  and  of  all  of  said 
goods  and  chattels  therein,*  was  transferred  and  delivered  to 
one  Carr,  who  from  thenceforth  had  continued  in  the  posses- 
sion thereof.  It  was  stipulated  between  the  parties  that  if  the 
jury  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  the  plaintiff  might 
enter  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the  value  of  the 
property  as  assessed  by  the  jury,  with  interest,  instead  of 
judgment  for  return  of  the  property.  It  was  also  admitted 
that  the  goods  were  not  taken  by  the  sheriff,  but  that  they 
were  released  upon  the  defendant  giving  the  undertaking 
provided  for  in  section  211  of  the  Code.  It  appeared  upon 
the  trial  that  Kathbone,  in  December,  1855,  and  January, 
1856,  had  purchased  a  bill  of  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  amount- 
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ing  to  the  sum  of  about  $400,  and  that  on  the  6th  of  January, 
1856,  a  balance  remaining  due  of  $307,  he  executed  to  the 
plaintiff  a  chattel  mortgage  thereon,  to  secure  that  sum,  and 
which  was  duly  filed  the  same  day. 

On  the  4th  of  February,  1856,  Eathbone  being  indebted  to 
the  defendant  Wheeler,  in  the  sum  of  $1,000,  made  and  exe- 
cuted to  the  defendant,  a  chattel  mortgage,  payable  March 
ist,  and  which  was  filed  March  8th,  1856,  and  the  schedule 
to  this  mortgage  embraced  the  same  property  mentioned  in 
the  plaintiff's  mortgage,  and  other  property.  Eathbone  tes- 
tified that  he  told  defendant  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage 
to  the  plaintiff.  He  also  testified  that  on  the  6th  of  July  he 
left  the  hotel  and  the  property  there,  and  aiso  left  H.  N. 
Oarr  in  possession.  Carr  testified  that  he  took  possession  of 
the  hotel  in  July  and  kept  it  for  Eathbone  until  October  25, 
1856,  and  during  the  remainder  of  the  time  for  H(»*atio  P. 
Oarr,  his  son,  Eathbone  testified  that  he  surrendered  the 
hotel  to  the  defendant,  and  at  the  time  of  «ueh  surrender  he 
was  living  and  keeping  a  hotel  in  New  York.  The  defendant 
testified  to  his  interview  with  Eathbone  in  BTew  York,  on 
the  25th  of  October,  1856,  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  this  sur- 
render was  made  at  that  time  by  Eathbone,  for  on  that  day 
the  defendant  agreed  to  lease  the  eaid  premises,  known  as  the 
Gkbe  Hotel,  to  Horatio  P.  Carr,  until  the  first  day  of  May 
next,  and  he  also  agreed  upon  certain  payments  to  be  made 
by  Oarr,  to  assign  to  him  Eathbone's  mortgage  upon  the  fiir- 
niture  in  tihe  hotel,  "  with  all  right  and  title  of  said  Wheeler 
in  all  the  ftimiture  in  said  hotel."  It  also  appeared  that  the 
arrangement  to  purchase  the  furniture  was  never  carried  out. 
It  was  part  of  the  agreranent  between  the  defendant  and 
Oarr  that  tiie  defendant  and  his  family  should  boai-d  in  the 
hotel,  and  such  board  was  to  be  deemed  equivalent  to  said 
rent.  Defeindant  commenced  boarding  there  alk)ut  a  month 
after  the  date  of  this  agreement  and  continued  to  board  there 
the  remainder  of  the  winter.  Horatio  N.  Oarr  testified  that 
when  the  agreement  was  made  (October  25, 1856),  the  defend- 
ant told  him  not  to  let  Eathbone  or  any  one  else  take  any 
of  the  furniture  awav. 
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The  suit  was  commenced  March  25, 1857.  Michael  Gary 
testified  that  he  went  to  the  "  Globe  Hotel"  with  a  copy  of 
the  mortgage,  at  plaintiff's  request.  Saw  the  defendant  and 
Mr.  Carr  there.  It  was  a  few  days  before  the  suit  was  com- 
menced. That  he  opened  the  mortgage  and  told  the  defend- 
ant that  the  plaintiff  had  sent  him  for  the  goods  mentioned 
in  the  mortgage.  He  said  there  were  no  goods  there 
belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  He  said  they  were  his,  and  neither 
witness  or  the  plaintiff  could  have  them.  That  the  witness 
told  him  he  would  see  who  they  belonged  to,  and  the  defend- 
ant told  him  to  clear  out. 

The  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the 
ground  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained  against  the 
defendant,  as  he  was  not  in  possession  of  the  property  when 
the  suit  was  commenced.  This  motion  was  denied,  and  the 
defendant  excepted. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  that  the 
defendant  told  the  witness  Gary,  that  he  owned  the  property 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  property  there,  or  that  he  treated 
it  as  his  own,  they  might  find  that  the  defendant  had  such  a 
legal  possession  as  would  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this 
action,  to  which  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  The 
defendant's  counsel  asked  the  judge  to  charge,  that  if  they 
believed  Garr  was  in  the  actual  possession,  this  action  cannot 
be  maintained,  which  the  judge  declined  to  charge,  and  the 
defendant's  counsel  excepted,  and  the  defendant's  counsel 
also  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  charge  as  states  that  if  the 
defendant  was  not  in  the  actual  possession,  yet  if  he  claimed 
an  interest  therein  and  control  over  the  furniture,  and  refused 
to  deliver  it  when  demanded,  he  was  liable. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed  the  value  of 
the  property  at  $277.95,  whereupon  judgment  was  perfected 
in  plaintiff's  favor,  in  the  Brooklyn  city  court,  and,  on 
appeal,  the  same  was  affirmed  at  the  General  Term  of  the 
Supreme  Gourt,  and  the  defendant  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

The  case  of  Mchols  v.  Michad  (23  N.  Y.,  264),  disposes 
of  all  the  grounds  taken  by  the  defendant  upon  the  trial  of 
this  cause,  and  settles  the  plaintiff 's  right  of  recovery.      It  is 
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conceded  that  the  defendant  was  at  one  time  in  possession  of 
the  goods  covered  by  the  plaintiff's  mortgage.  On  the  25th' 
of  October,  1856,  he  now  claims,  he  delivered  such  possession 
to  Horatio  P.  Carr.  He  certainly  claimed  then  to  be  the 
owner  of  them,  for  he  agreed  to  sell  them  to  Carr.  At  the 
time  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant 
and  Carr  the  possession  of  the  goods,  the  defendant  denied 
that  there  were  any  goods  of  the  plaintiff's  there.  He  claimed 
that  they  were  his,  and  that  neither  the  agent  nor  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  them,  and  the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff's 
agent  to  clear  out.  Carr  was  present  and  must  be  assumed 
to  have  concurred  in  this  refusal  of  the  defendant.  If,  there- 
fore, he,  Carr,  had  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods, 
his  acquiescence  in  the  refiisal  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  the 
same,  and  his  silence,  when  the  defendant  interposed  his 
claim  of  ownership,  was  equivalent  to  a  demand  upon  him 
and  refusal  by  him.  The  case  of  Jones  v.  Dowle  (9  Mees. 
&  Wels.,  19)  is  quite  in  point.  There  the  plaintiff  had 
bought  a  picture  at  an  auction,  at  which  the  defendant  acted 
as  an  auctioneer.  The  latter,  by  mistake,  entered  the  name 
of  one  Clift  as  the  purchaser  and  delivered  the  picture  to 
him.  The  plaintiff  demanded  the  picture  of  Clift,  who 
refused  to  deliver  it,  and  then  brought  detinue  against  the 
auctioneer.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted  that  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  that  the  picture  was  in  the  pos- 
session or  custody  of  the  defendant,  or  of  an  agent  over 
whom  he  could  exercise  control  at  the  time  of  bringing  the 
action.  But  the  court  overruled  the  objection.  Pabke,  B., 
said :  "  Detinue  does  not  lie  against  him  who  never  had  pos- 
session of  the  chattel,  but  it  does  against  him  who  once  had, 
but  has  improperly  parted  with  the  possession  of  it." 

In  Nichols  V.  Michaely  the  said  theory  upon  which  this 
case  proceeded  was  sound,  and  applied  directly  to  that 
case.  It  was  that  where  a  person  was  in  possession  of  goods 
belonging  to  another,  which  he  is  bound  to  deliver  up  on 
demand,  if  he  without  authority  from  the  owner  parts  with 
that  possession  to  another,  who  refuaes  to  deliver  them,  he  is 
responsible  in  detinue  equally  with  the  party  refusing.     He 
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contributes  to  the  detention.  It  is  the  consequence  of  his 
own  wrongful  delivery.  The  action  in  such  cases  may  prop- 
erly be  brought  against  both,  beicause  the  acts  of  both  unite 
in  producing  the  detention. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  upon  the  defendant's  theory,  that  he 
was  not  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of 
the  demand,  but  that  the  same  were  in  the  possession  of  Carr, 
the  defendant's  liability  upon  the  doctrine  of  these  cases  is 
complete.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
of  the  goods  covered  by  his  mortgi^e,  and  was  entitled  to 
the  possessi(xi  of  the  same.  It  is  also  conceded  that  the 
defendant  had  been  in  the  possession  of  the  goods,  and  he 
now  claims  to  exempt  himself  from  liability,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  parted  willi  such  possession  to  Carr.  He  had 
so  parted  with  the  possession  without  the  authority  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  owner  of  the  goods.  The  demand  upon  and 
refusal  by  both  the  defendant  and  Oarr  gave  the  plaintiff  a 
complete  right  of  action  against  both  of  them.  {Gurth  v. 
Howao'd  et  al,,  5  Carr.  &  P.,  346.)  And,  on  the  authority 
of  NichdU  V.  MioJiodj  the  action  may  be  maintained  against 
both,  or  against  the  party  who  has  wrongfully  parted  with 
the  goods. 

But,  in  my  opinion,  the  defendant  himself  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  demand.  Carr's 
possession  was  his  possession,  the  latter  was  but  the  agent 
of  the  defendant,  and  over  whom  he  could  and  did  exercise 
conla^ol.  This  is  manifest  from  all  £he  acts  <^  the  defendant. 
Eathbone,  who,  undeniably,  anterior  to  the  25th  of  October, 
1856,  had  the  possession  of  the  goods,  on  that  day  surren- 
dered the  same  to  the  defendant.  He  th^i,  as  owner,  enta^ed 
into  contract  with  Carr,  to  sell  the  same  to  him,  upon  certain 
terms,  which  Carr  never  fulfilled,  and  he  there  put  Carr  into 
possession  as  his  tenant.  He  told  the  father  <^  Carr,  who 
was  then  at  the  hotel,  as  the  agent  oS  his  bob,  not  to  let  Bath- 
bone  or  «ny  one  else  take  anything  away.  At  the  time  of 
the  demand  by  Cary,  in  the  presence  of  Carr,  the  defendant 
denied  the  ownership  of  the  plaintiff  of  the  ^oods,  claimed 
them  to  be  his,  and  would  not  let  the  plaintiff  have  them, 
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and  ordered  the  plaintiff 's  agent  to  leave  the  premises :  all 
this  was  done  in  Oarr's  presence,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed 
with  his  assent.  And  the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  claims 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  goods.  AU  these  acts  and  declar- 
ations establish  conclusively  to  my  mind  the  fact,  either  that 
the  defendant  was  in  the  actnal  possession  of  the  goods  at  the 
time  of  the  demand,  or,  if  not,  they  were  in  the  possession  of 
his  agent,  over  whom  he  could  and  did  exercise  control.  In 
either  aspect  the  defendant's  liability  is  unquestionable. 

The  motion  for  the  nonsuit  was  propwly  denied,  and  the 
exceptions  to  the  charge  cannot  be  sustained.  If  the  views 
herein  stated  are  ccarect,  it  follows  that  the  judge  properly 
reftised  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  Carr  was' in 
die  actual  possession  the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  as 
requested  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Johnson,  J.  Only  two  questions  are  made  in  this  case : 
one,  on  the  exception  to  the  charge ;  and  the  other,  on  the 
refusal  to  charge  as  requested. 

The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  the  defend- 
ant told  Oary  that  he  owned  the  property  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  property  there,  or  that  he  treated  it  as  his  own, 
they  might  find  the  defendant  had  such  a  legal  possession  as 
would  enable  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  action.  Gary  was 
the  plaintiff's  agent,  and,  as  he  testifies,  went  to  the  house 
where  the  defendant  lived,  and  where  the  property  was,  with 
a  copy  of  the  plaintiff's  mortgage,  and  told  the  defendant  that 
plainffff  had  sent  him  for  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  mort- 
gage which  he  then  produced.  The  defendant  said  there  were 
no  goods  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  there ;  that  they  were  his 
goods,  and  neither  the  witness  nor  the  plaintiff  could  have 
them.  Gary  said  he  would  see  who  they  belonged  to,  and 
the  defendant  told  him  to  clear  out.  This  was  in  the  presence 
of  Carr,  the  tenant  of  the  house,  and  with  whom  the  defend- 
ant boarded,  and  who,  as^it  is  claimed,  and  as  the  defendant's 
evidence  tends  to  show,  was  in  the  possession  of  the  goods  as 
60 
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tenant  under  a  lease  of  the  house,  in  which  lease  he,  Carr, 
had  agreed  to  purchase  the  goods  in  question,  though  he  had 
not  then  done  so. 

The  appellant's  counsel  endeavors  to  maintain  the  propo- 
sition that  the  defendant,  not  having  the  goods  actually  in 
his  possession  at  the  time,  is  not  liable  in  this  form  of  action, 
whatever  he  may  have  said  or  done  when  the  demand  was 
made.  But  this  proposition  cannot  be  maintained,  and  espe- 
cially under  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  Here  the  person 
who  is  now  claimed  to  have  been  in  the  exclusive  possession 
of  the  goods,  under  the  contract  to  purchase,  was  present 
when  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  made,  and  must  be  deemed 
to  have  assented  to  the  claim  of  ownership  and  dominion 
which  the  defendant  then  made.-  The  two  lived  together  in 
the  same  house  where  the  goods  then  were,  and  no  notice  or 
hint  was  given  that  any  person  other  than  the  defendant  had 
any  interest  in  or  right  of  control  over  the  goods.  Under 
such  circumstances,  it  would  be  a  rcproacJi  to  the  law  to 
allow  the  defendant  to  defeat  the  action  by  showii^g  that 
another  person  then  present,  and  not  himself,  was,  ui  fact,  in 
the  lawful  possession  and  custody  of  the  go^/ds.  Such  a  rule 
would  be  intolerable,  and  operate  as  a  snare  to  innocent  par- 
ties, proceeding  upon  the  open  acts  and  declarations  of 
adverse  parties.  The  defendant  was  not  a  mere  stranger  to 
the  goods,  but  claimed  title  under  his  mortgage,  which  was  a 
valid  mortgage,  but  subordinate  to  the  plaintiff's.  If  he 
assumed  the  ownership  and  dominion,  and  prevented  the 
plaintiff's  taking  the  property  under  his  superior  claim  of 
title  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  say  upon  the  trial,  for  the 
purpose  merely  of  defeating  the  action,  that  the  pos^ssion 
was  in  fact  in  another  at  the  time.  Hence  the  judge  was 
right  in  instructing  the  jury  that  if  the  defendant,  when  the 
property  was  demanded,  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
property,  and  denied  the  plaintiff's  right,  or  treated  it  as  his 
own,  they  might  find  that  he  had  such  possession  as  was 
necessary  in  law  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  this  action  that 
the  defendant  should  be  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty which  is  the  subject  of  the  action. 
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It  has  been  repeatedly  held,  that  an  action  of  replevm, 
even  in  the  cepit^  will  lie  against  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution 
by  whose  direction  goods  are  levied  npon,  although  such 
goods  are  never  removed  by  virtue  of  the  levy  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  owner  {AUen  v.  Grary^  10  Wend.,  349 ;  Fonda 
V.  Vcm  Hom^  15  id.,  631 ;  Acker  v.  Campbell^  23  id.,  372 ; 
Stewart  v.  WdU^  6  Barb.,  79) ;  and  the  action  either  in  the 
cepit  01  the  detinet  would  lie  in  such  cases.  {Oummiin^s  v. 
VorcBy  3  Hill,  282.)  In  all  such  cases  the  defendant  never 
has  any  possession  of  the  property  in  point  of  fact.  It  is  the 
interference  and  exercise  of  dominion  which  constitutes 
the  right  of  action..  That  is  sufficient  possession  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  action. 

The  rule  is,  that  any*  unlawful  interference  with  the 
property  of  another,  or  exercise  of  dominion  over  it,  by 
which  the  owner  is  danmified,  is  sufficient  to  maintain  the 
action.  {AUen  v.  Orary,  s^ipra.)  Here  there  was  an  unlaw- 
ful interference,  and  the  exercise  of  dominion  against  the 
plaintiff's  rights,  by  which  he  was  prevented  from  taking  his 
property,  and  was  thus  injured.  This  was  sufficient  posses- 
sion by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the 
action  against  him. 

The  judge  was  right,  therefore,  in  refusing  to  charge  as 
requested  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that  if  Carr,  the  tenant, 
was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods  the  action  could 
not  be  sustained.  No  point  is  made  by  the  appellant  that 
the  plaintiff 's  mortgage  was  not  valid,  and  superior  to  the 
one  under  which  he  claimed  the  property.  Judgment  was 
entered  for  the  value  of  the  property,  instead  of  a  return 
thereof,  in  pursuance  of  a  stipulation  between  the  parties 
before  the  verdict  was  rendered.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
no  error  has  been  committed,  and  that  the  judgment  should 
be  affirmed. 

All  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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WiLHAjtf  NiBix),  Appellant,  v,  John  fimssB  and  LouKi.  La 
Fajbge,  Executora,  etc,,  of  John  La  Farge,  deceosed, 
Bespoudents. 

Where  tiie  plaintiff  undertakes  to  perform  certain  work  upon  I3ie  house  of  the 
defendant,  at  a  priee  stipulated  to  be  paid,  and  the  building  is  destroyed  by 
4re  before  the  work  is  completed,  the  pUuiitiff  will  be  entitled  to  peoorer  for 
the  work  performed  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire. 

In  such  contract,  bj  the  destruction  of  the  hous^  without  the  fault  of  the 
plaintifll  the  defendant  is  put  in  default,  upon  the  principle  that  he  was 
bound  to  finUAi  the  house  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  complete  his  contract 

Where  tlhe  owner  of  property  retains  possession,  f^nd  contraets  for  the  per- 
formance of  work  upon  it,  there  is  an  implied  obligation  for  him  to  hare  it 
on  hand  and  in  readiness  for  the  labor  to.be  performed. 

The  action  was  brought  by  ihe  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of 
Anthony  B.  Hitehings,  to  recover  for  work  done  and  materiak 
fumiBhed  under  a  contract  with  John  La  Farge,  the  defend- 
ant's testator.  The  contract  was  dated  Apii  14, 1863,  and 
by  it  the  said  Hitehings  agreed  to  furnish  and  put  into  a  cer- 
tain building  then  being  built  by  the  testator  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  known  as  the  La  Farge  House  and  Metropolitan 
Hall,  certain  steam  works,  pipes  and  coils,  for  heating  the 
rooms  and  conveying  hot  and  cold  water  to  different  parts  of 
the  building.  The  work,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  was 
to  be  completed  by  the  1st  of  October,  1853,  under  the 
superintendence  of  an  architect  named,  and  Hitdiings  was 
to  be  paid  $10,000  for  the  job,  as  follows :  $7,500  in  certain 
sums  specified,  as  certain  parts  of  the  work  should  be  com- 
pleted; $1,500  when  the  work  was  all  finished,  and  the 
balance,  $1,000,  to  be  paid  when  the  work  was  tested  and  found 
to  be  euflScient  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  contract.  All 
the  payments  were  to  be  made  upon  the  certificate  of  tlie 
architect  that  the  work  was  done  according  to  the  agreement. 
Hitehings  began  the  work,  but  did  not  complete  it  by  the 
1st  of  October,  1853,  according  to  his  agreement,  and  con- 
tinued working  upon  the  job  until  the  8th  of  January,  1854, 
when  the  whole  buildings  were  destroyed  by  fire  without  any 
fault  upon  the  part  of  La  Farge  or  of  Hitehings.     La  Farge 
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had  in  tlie  mean  time  paid  Hitchings  on  account  of  the  work 
$7,500  without  any  ceftiiicate  of  the  architect.  Of  thid  aunt 
$1,000  was  paid  October  24th,  1853,  and  $1,500  &ome  time 
in  December,  1853,  while  the  work  was  being  carried  on,  and 
Ikfter  the  work  was  to  have  bedn  finished  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  At  the  time  of  the  fire  the  work  remaining  to  be 
done  and  the  materials  to  complete  the  contract  would  have 
co6t  $1,000.  Previous  to  the  nre  the  concert  room  had  been 
opened  and  Used  for  concerts  several  times,  but  the  hotel  had 
not  been  opened  foi*  guests.  No  test  had  been  applied  to 
determine  the  sufficiency  of  the  work  as  far  as  it  had*  been 
done,  and  no  certificate  of  the  architect  was  ever  procured. 
After  the  fire,  La  Farge  kept  and  retained  for  his  own  ueo 
the  iron  pipe  which  was  put  into  the  building  by  Hitchings, 
and  sold  the  same  to  the  latter  for  $1,000.  The  demand  was 
duly  assigned  by  Hitchings  to  the  plaintiff.  La  Farge  died 
and  the  defendants  are  his  executors,  duly  appointed.  Upon 
these  facts  the  referee  ,to  whom  the  cause  was  referred  to  try 
and  determine^  held,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  judgment  was  thereupon 
entered  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  From  tliis  judgment  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Greneral  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  fijrst  district,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed, 
and  he  tliereiipon  brought  his  appeal  to  this  court. 

W.  F.  Alien,  for  the  appellant. 

T. «/.  ^lo^ePj  for  the  respondents. 

JoHNsoK,  J.  It  was  held,  both  by  the  referee  and  the 
Supreme  Court  at  General  Term,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  merely  because  the  work  was  not  finished 
And  the  job  Completed  at  the  time  the  building  upon  which 
the  work  was  Ijping  done  was  destroyed  by  fire.  To  my 
mind,  this  is  a  very  plain  case  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
decision,  very  properly,  was  not  put  upon  the  ground  that 
the  work  Was  not  completed  within  the  time  specified  in  the 
agreement,  but  upon  the  naked  ground  that  the  contractor, 
having  failed  to  do  all  the  work  he  had  contracted  to  do, 
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could  not  maintain  the  action.  It  is  plain,  npon  the  facts 
found,  that  the  time  of  performance  had  been  extended  by 
the  mutual  assent  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  When  the 
time  expired  the  agreement  was  not  rescinded  or  terminated 
by  the  owner  of  the  building,  but  the  contractor  was  allowed 
to  go  on  under  it,  and  in  performance  of  it,  until  the  building 
was  destroyed  by  the  fire.  Payments  were  made  in  the  mean 
time,  and  the  contract  treated  as  in  all  respects  in  force  by 
both  parties.  The  work  was  in  progress,  and  nine-tenths  of 
the  labor  and  expense  had  been  performed  and  incurred 
when*  the  further  prosecution  of  the  work  was  arrested  and 
its  completion  prevented  by  the  destruction  aforesaid.  The 
case  is  to  be  treated,  therefore,  precisely  as  though  the 
destruction  of  the  building  had  occurred  before  the  first  of 
October,  1853,  when  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  work 
should  have  been  finished.  No  principle  of  law  is  better 
settled  than  this,  that  when  one  party  has,  by  his  own  act  or 
default,  prevented  the  other  party  from  fully  performing  his 
contract,  the  party  thus  preventing  performance  cannot  take 
advantage  of  his  own  act  or  default  and  screen  himself  from 
payment  for  what  has  been  done  under  the  contract.  The 
law  will  imply  a  promise  on  his  part  to  remunerate  the  other 
party  for  what  has  been  done,  and  support  an  action  upon 
such  implied  promise.  (2  Pars,  on  Con.,  35.) 

This  case  falls  exactly  within  this  principle  of  law. 
Through  whose  default  was  it  that  the  work  was  not  com- 
pleted according  to  the  contract?  Certainly  not  that  of 
Hitchings,  the  contractor;  for  he  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
was  in  act  of  performing  when  prevented  by  the  destruction 
of  the  building.  He  was  a  mere  laborer  upon  the  build- 
ing, having  no  possession  or  control  over  it  for  any  other 
purpose ;  and  the  destruction  of  it  was  through  no  act  or 
agency  of  his.  Manifestly  the  performance  of  the  contract 
waj8  prevented  by  the  default  of  the  other  party,  who  fur- 
nished and  provided  the  building  upon  which  the  work  was 
to  be  done  as  far  as  the  work  had  progressed,  but  failed  to 
furnish  or  provide  it  for  the  completion  of  the  work.  It  was 
his  building,  in  his  possession,  and  under  his  exclusive  con- 
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trol ;  and,  as  a  material  and  substantive  part  of  his  contract, 
he  was  to  have  it  in  existence  ready  for  the  work,  and  con- 
tinue it  in  existence,  and  in  a  proper  condition  for  the  work 
to  be  performed  upon  it,  as  long  as  it  was  necessary  under  the 
contract,  or  as  long  as  the  contract  was  continued  in  force 
by  the  consent  of  the  respective  parties.  If  one  party  agrees 
with  another  to  do  work  upon  his  house,  or  other  building, 
the  law  implies  that  the  employer  is  to  have  the  building  in 
existence  upon  which  the  work  contracted  for  may  be  done. 
It  is  necessarily  a  part  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  such 
employer,  whether  it  is  specified  in  it  in  terms  or  not.  Here 
the  defendant's  testator  failed  to  provide  and  keep  the  build- 
ing till  the  work  could  be  completed,  and  thus,  and  thus 
only,  was  performance  prevented. 

It  is  nothing  whatever  to  the  case  to  say  that  the  building 
was  not  destroyed  through  his  agency  or  fault.  That  fact  is 
no  test  of  the  liability  in  an  action  like  this.  It  would  not 
excuse  or  shield  the  defendants  from  liability  even  were  the 
action  to  recover  as  damages  the  profits  which  might  have 
been  made  on  that  part  of  the  work  the  performance  of 
which  was  prevented.  The  destruction  was  not  caused  by 
the  act  of  God,  as  appears  by  the  facts  found ;  and  a  default 
from  any  other  cause  will  not  excuse  non-performance. 

This  rule  was  applied  and  enforced  by  this  court  in  Tomp- 
Terns  v.  Dudley  (25  N.  Y.)  very  properly,  undoubtedly, 
though  the  case  was  a  very  hard  one  for  the  defendants. 
The  school-house  which  they  had  contracted  to  build  was 
substantially  finished,  according  to  the  contract,  but  it  had 
not  been  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs,  a  small  amount  of  paint- 
ing and  the  hanging  of  the  window-blinds  remaining  to  be 
done  before  the  job  was  finished.  In  this  situation  the 
house  took  fire  and  was  destroyed,  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
allowed  to  recover  back  moneys  they  had  advanced  on  the 
contract,  and  damages  for  its  non-performance.  It  was  a 
casualty  not  provided  against  in  the  contract,  which  the 
defendants  had  bound  themselves  fully  to  perform.  This 
rule,  it  will  be  seen,  applies  with  full  force  against  the 
defendants  in  this  action,  but  in  no  respect  is  it  applicable  to 
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the  plaintifiEs.  The  defendant's  testator  was  to  provide  the 
btdlding  in  which  the  work  wbb  to  be  done.  That  was  part 
of  his  obligation,  and  he  had  not  provided  fo^  the  contin- 
gency of  its  accidental  destruction  during  the  continuance  of 
the  work,  by  his  agreement.  The  plaintiif 's  assignor  had  no 
occasion  to  provide,  in  the  contract,  for  the  default  of  the 
Other  party  in  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  obligation. 
The  law  provides  for  that.  It  was  never  heard  that  the 
contract  must  provide  against  the  default  of  a  party,  in  order 
to  give  a  remedy  to  the  other  party  who  is  affected  injuriously 
by  it ;  unless,  indeed,  some  extraordinary  remedy  is  sought 
which  the  law,  without  an  express  stipulation,  does  not  give. 
The  obligation  of  the  defendant's  testator  seems  to  have  been 
entirely  overlooked  in  the  Supreme  Court,  or  else  it  was 
assumed  that  the  destruction  of  the  building  did  not  place 
him  at  all  in  de&ult,  unless  he  had  some  agency  in  such  des- 
truction, by  which  the  performance  was  prevented.  Tliis  I 
regard  as  a  fallacy,  and  it  is  this,  obviously,  which  produced 
the  erroneous  judgment  against  the  plaintiff. 

The  case  of  Menetone  v.  Athcmes  (3  Burr.,  1592)  is  very 
much  in  point  here.  The  plaintiff  was  employed  to  make 
certain  specified  repairs  upon  a  vessel  lying  at  his  own  ship- 
yard. Before  the  repairs  were  fully  completed  a  fire  broke 
out  in  a  neighboring  store  and  extended  to  the  vessel  and 
destroyed  it.  The  defendant  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  con 
tended  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  because  his  agree- 
ment to  repair  was  not  fiiUy  performed.  But  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  pro  tanto  for  the 
work  and  materials,  as  far  as  he  had  gone,  in  the  performance 
of  his  undertaking.  This  seems  to  be  the  settled  rule  in  all 
cases  between  bailor  and  bailee  when  the  article  is  delivered 
to  the  latter,  to  be  repaired  or  wrought  into  a  new  form,  and 
is  accidentally  destroyed  before  the  work  is  finished  and  ready 
for  delivery,  without  the  fault  of  the  mechanic.  Tlie  \(^ 
in  such  case  falls  upon  the  owner  of  the  article,  and  he  must 
answer  for  the  labor  already  bestowed  and  the  materials 
if  any,  furnished.  (2  Kent's  Com.,  590 ;  Stoiy  on  Bailment* 
§426,  a;  OiUett  v.  Ma/wmen^  1  Taunt.,  137.)    It  may  per 
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haps  be  different  in  such  a  ease,  where  the  work  is  done  upon 
an  express  contract  as  a  job,  because  the  owner  by  delivering 
the  article  to  the  mechanic  has  done  all  he  could  do.  Ho 
has  performed  so  far  all  that  was  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  and  all  the  law  could  require  of  him,  and  it 
would  be  impossible  for  the  mechanic  in  possession  to  allege 
that  he  was  prevented  from  performing  by  any  act  or  default 
of  the  ovrner.  (See  Story  on  Bailments,  §  426,  5.)  His  non- 
performance in  that  case  not  being  occasioned  by  the  act  or 
default  of  the  other  party,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how,  accord- 
ing to  our  rule,  he  could  maintain  the  action.  Bat  itismrtii- 
ifestly  entirely  different  where  the  owner  of  the  property 
retains  possession  and  contracts  for  work  to  be  done  upon  It 
while  in  his  own  custody.  In  such  ease  there  is  an  iinpL'ed 
obligation  resting  upon  him  to  have  it  on  hand  and  in  read- 
iness for  the  labor  to  be  performed  upon  it.  That  is  the 
case  put  by  Wilmot,  J.,  in  Menetone  v.  Athawen  {dupra\  "  of  a 
horse  which  a  farrier  is  curing,  and  which  is  burned  in  the 
meanwhile  in  the  owner's  own  stable,"  as  one  in  which  the 
owner  would  undoubtedly  be  liable  for  the  skill  and  care 
bestowed.  The  work  is  not  completed  because  the  owner, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  the  article  on  hand  in  order  to 
receive  the  labor  and  skill  upon  it,  fails  to  do  so  and  is  in 
default.  That  is  this  case  in  effect.  The  difference  in  the 
nature  of  the  property  upon  which  the  work  was  to  be  per- 
formed does  not  affect  the  principle. 

When  full  performance  is  prevented  by  the  authority  of 
the  State,  the  party  may  recover  for  his  labor  and  materials 
up  to  the  time  the  State  interferes  and  stops  the  work 
{Jones  V.  Juddy  4  Comst.,  411.)  I  lay  no  stress  whatever 
upon  the  fact,  that  the  owner  used  the  building  more  or  less 
while  the  work  was  in  progress,  because  in  this  State  the 
rule  is  well  settled  that  use  and  occupancy  constitute  no 
ground  of  liability  if  the  contract  is  not  performed.  {Brady 
V.  Smith,  17  N.  T.,  173.)  And  if  the  non-performance 
was  occasioned  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  other  party,  use 
and  occupancy  are  of  no  moment.  "Nor  is  it  of  any  conse- 
quence, in  my  judgment,  that  the  defendant's  testator  kept 
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the  iron  pipes,  which  the  other  party  had  placed  in  the 
building,  and  sold  them  after  the  fire.  They  were  clearly 
his  property,  made  so  by  being  placed  in  his  building  under 
the  contract.  And  his  using  them  or  disposing  of  them  after 
the  destruction  of  the  building  does  not,  in  any  way  that  I 
can  perceive,  affect  the  question  of  his  liability. 

I  rest  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action  dis- 
tinctly upon  the  ground  that  his  assignor  was  prevented  from 
performing  his  contract  by  the  default  of  the  other  party  in 
failing  to  keep  on  hand  and  in  readiness  the  building  in 
which  the  work  was  to  be  done,  and  that  the  other  party 
was  clearly  in  default  whether  the  building  was  destroyed 
with  or  without  fault  on  his  part.  If  these  views  are  correct 
the  action  should  have  been  sustained,  and  the  plaintiff 
allowed  to  recover  for  his  labor  and  materials,  according  to 
the  contract,  as  far  as  he  had  gone,  deducting  the  amount 
paid  and  perhaps  any  damages  which  the  owner  may  have 
sustained  in  consequence  of  the  non-performance  by  the  time 
stipulated  in  the  contract.  The  judgment  must,  therefore, 
be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide 
the  event. 

All  concurring, 

Jnd^^ent  reversed. 
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Nicholas  Genteb,  Respondent,  v.  Seth   H.  Fields,  late 
sheriff  of  Otsego  county.  Appellant. 

On  an  appeal  from  the  Special  to  the  Greneral  ^nn,  the  undertaking  provided 

for  by  section  335  of  the  Code  constitutes  no  part  of  the  appeal.    Its  only 

effect  is  to  stay  proceeeings  upon  the  judgment 
It  would  be  error  for  the  General  Term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  the  Special 

Term  because  the  appellant  had  failed  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the 

Special  Term  to  execute  a  new  undertaking. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  sixth  district,  dismissing  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment at  Special  Term  to  General  Term.  A  judgment  was 
rendered  against  the  defendant  June  25th,  1857,  for  $985.94, 
upon  a  verdict  at  the  Circuit.  The  defendant  appealed  from 
the  judgment  to  the  General  Term,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
staying  proceedings  upon  the  judgment,  filed  an  undertaking, 
with  sureties,  who  duly  justified  on  the  8th  of  August,  1867. 
In  August,  1859,  the  appeal  being  still  ponding,  and  tlie 
sureties  having  become  insolvent,  the  plaintiff  applied  at 
Special  Term  for  an  order  requiring  the  defendant  to  execute 
a  new  undertaking,  according  to  sections  335  and  348  of  the 
Code,  as  amended  in  1859.  The  court  granted  the  order,  and 
the  defendant  appealed  therefrom  to  the  General  Term,  where 
the  order  was  affirmed.  The  defendant  neglected  to  file  a 
new  undertaking  according  to  the  requirement  of  the  order, 
and  in  January,  1860,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  at 
General  Term  to  dismiss  the  defendant's  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  on  that  ground. 

The  court  granted  the  order  dismissing  the  appeal.  From 
that  order  the  defendant  appeals  to  this  court. 

James  K  Dewey^  for  the  appellant. 

Demtt  0.  BateSj  for  the  respondent. 

Johnson,  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  an  appeal  to  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dere  J  at  Special  Term,  when  made  according  to  the  provisions 
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of  section  827  of  the  Code,  is*  complete  and  eflfectual  as  an 
appeal  for  all  purposes,  except  the  staying  of  the  proceedings 
upon  the  judgment. 

If  the  party  appealing  desires  a^  stay  of  proceedings  upon 
the  judgment  in  sitch  a  case,  he  must,  in  addition  to  the  service 
of  the  notices  prescribed  by  section  827,  execute  to  the  other 
party  the  undertaking  provided  for  by  section  835  of  the  Code. 
The  imdertaking  is  no  part  of  the  appeal,  which  is  effectual 
without  it,  but  operates^  qnly  to  suspend  all  proceedings  upon 
the  judgment  pending  the  appeal.  This  is  the  well  settled 
practice,  and  is  in  entire  hjormony  with  the  several  provis- 
ions of  the  Code.  {Kitching  v.  Diehdj  40  Barb.,  433 ;  JfHes 
y.  BattershaU,  26  How.  Pr.,  93 ;  Stmiig  -v.  Jones,  13  id., 
423.)  Many  other  cases  might  be  cited,  but  there  is  no  doubt 
as  to  the  practice.  Section  348  of  the  Code  ea^ressly  pro- 
vides that  "  Such  an,  appeal,  however,  does  not  stay  the  pro- 
ceedings unless  security  be  given,  as  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals,  amd  such  security  he  renewed,  as  in  cases 
required  by  ^ectioq  335,  ou  motion  to  the  court  at  Special 
Term,  or  unless  the  court  or  a  judge  thereof  so  order,"  etc. 

This  is  different  from  appeals  to  the  Court  of  Appeals, 
which  are  not  effectual  for  any  purpose  unless  an  under- 
taking be  executed  by  the  appellant  for  the  payment  of  aU 
costs  and  damages  which  may  be  awarded  against  him  upon 
the  appeal,  not  exceeding  $25Q,  as  provided  for  by  section 
834.  This  provision  has  no  application  whatever  to  appeals 
provided  for  by  chapter  four  of  the  Code  under  which  the 
appeal  in  question  was  brought,  and  which  relates  e^cclusively 
to  appeals  in  the  same  court  from  a  single  judge  to  the 
General  Term  thereof. 

This  chapter  contains  no  provision  for  tl^e  disinissf^  of  any 
appeal  because  an  undertaking  has  not  been  executed  or 
renewed  in  pursuance  of  m  ^der  to  that  effect.  The  only 
provision  on  the  subject  of  an  undertaking,  in  this  chapter  is 
contained  in  section  348  already  cited.  If  no  undertaking  is 
executed  by  the  appellant,  the  judgment  maybe  enforced  the 
same  as  though  no  appeal  had  been  brought,  but  the  appeal 
is  still  effectual  and  to  be  h^ard.    And  so  if  an  undertaking 
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has  been  executed  and  proceedings  upon  the  subject  thereby 
stayed,  the  stay  ceases  and  becomes  inoperative,  if  the  under- 
taking is  not  renewed  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Special 
Term  requiring  such  renewal,  and  the  judgmeM  may  then  be 
enforced  the  same  as  though  there  had  been  no  stay. 

Neglect  or  refusal  to  comply  with  the  order  to  renew  the 
undertaking,  operates  upon  the  stay  of  proceedings  on  the 
judgment,  and  puts  an  end  to  it,  but  in  no  respect  affects 
the  appeal. 

Tlie  penalty  of  dismissal  of  the  appeal,  in  case  of  neglect 
to  execute  the  fiew  undertaking,  in  pursuance  of  the  olrdet* 
prescribed  by  section  335  applies  Only  to  appeals  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals.  It  is  not  made  applicable  to  ktiy  other  class  of 
appeals,  either  by  its  terms,  6t  by  the  policy  of  the  Code.  In 
appeals  of  this  kind  the  penalty  for  the  neglect  to  eisecute 
such  new  undertaking  is,  that  the  proceedings  upon  the 
jtidgment  are  no  longer  stayed.  This  is  plain  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  section  348  Was  amended  in  1869,  which  was  by 
itiserting,  "  and  such  security  be  renewed  as  in  cases  required 
by  section  385  on  motion  of  the  court  at  Spedal  Term."  This 
is  added  as  sonfiething  fm^ther  to  be  done  by  the  appellant  to 
Affect  or  to  continue  a  stay  pending  the  appeal. 

The  plain  object  of  the  amendment  was  to  remedy  a 
defect  in  the  section  as  it  before  stood,  and  to  prevent  of 
determine  the  stay  after  the  sureties  had  become  insolvent, 
but  not  to  affect  the  Appeal. 

The  Supreme  Oom*t  erred  therefore  in  holding  that  the 
effect  of  a  non-compliance  with  their  order  to  renew  the  secu- 
rity, was  to  vitiate  the  appeal. 

The  dismissal  was  not  a  matter  of  discretion,  but  of  strict 
legal  right,  and  as  the  effect  was  to  prevent  a  judgment  from 
which  an  appeal  to  this  Oourt  might  be  taken,  it  is  an  appeal- 
able order.  (Code,  §  11 ;  Bates  v.  Voorhees,  20  N.  Y.,  525.) 
The  order  dismissing  the  appeal  should  therefore  be  reversed 
with  costs  of  the  appeal.  ^ 

All  concurring. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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Thb  Bix>88bubg  and  CoBNnra  Railboad  Compakt,  Respon- 
dents, V.  The  Tioga  Railboad  Company,  Appellants. 

ThiB  case  prenents  merely  a  question  of  the  construction  of  the  language  con- 

stituting  a  clause  of  the  contract. 
A  patent  ambiguity  in  a  written  contract  cannot  be  explained  by  parol 

evidence. 

HoGBBOOM,  J.  The  only  serious  question  in  this  case  arises 
upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  agreement  made 
between  the  parties  on  the  29th  day  of  July  1851.  As  the 
ambiguity,  if.  any,  is  patent  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment, parol  evidence  to  explain  its  meaning  was  properly 
excluded.  By  this  agreement,  the  road  was  to  be  operated 
for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  parties.  The  plaintiffs  were  to 
furnish  the  road,  free  of  charge  to  the  defendants,  together 
with  all  necessary  depots,  machine  shops,  engine  houses, 
and  grounds.  The  defendants  were  to  famish  the  necessary 
rolling  stock  and  motive  power,  and  to  operate  the  road 
between  Coming  and  Blossburg,  for  the  purpose  of 
transporting  passengers,  mails  and  freights  for  all  the 
regular  business  that  should  be  furnished  to  the  railroad* 
Uniform  rates  of  tolls  and  charges  for  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers, mails  and  freights  on  said  road,  were  to  be  establidied 
annually  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  in  case 
of  their  disagreement,  by  disinterested  persons  to  be  chosen 
by  them.  The  defendants  were  to  pay  the  plaintiffi  two- 
thirds  of  the  receipts  for  passenger^,  mails  and  freights — "the 
expenses  charged  customers  for  the  loading  and  unloading 
coal,  lumber  and  other  freights,  and  for  warehousing  and 
such  additional  charges  h/  way  of  discrmvmation  as  shotdd 
he  made  for  short  distances  for  moti/ve  power,  not  to  he  in- 
dvded  m  the  term  receipts  as  above  m^enUoned.^^  The  ques- 
tion arises  on  this  latter  clause  "  additional  charges  by  way 
of  discrimination  for  short  distances  for  motive  power." 

Under  this  contract,  the  parties  agreed  upon  a  tariff  of 
rates,  both  for  freight  and  passengers  under  the  provision  in 
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the  contract  which  called  for  the  establishment  of  "  nniform 
rates  of  tolls  and  charges  for  transportation  of  passengers, 
mails  and  freights."  These  rates  were  in  one  sense — ^proba- 
bly in  the  sense  intended  by  the  contract — tmiform,  that  is, 
not  fluctuating  during  the  period  for  which  they  were  estab- 
lished, but  they  were  not  graduated  at  the  same  uniform 
rate  per  mile  for  long  and  short  distances.  On  the  contrary 
they  differed  materially  according  to  the  distance  traversed, 
being  greater  for  the  short  distances,  and  less  for  the  long 
distances.  The  whole  length  of  the  road  was  forty-one  miles. 
Between  the  termini  at  Blossburg  and  Coming)  there  were 
nine  intervening  passenger,  and  twelve  intervening  freight 
stations,  at  various  distances  from  five  to  thirty-six  miles 
from  the  termini  of  the  road.  There  were  no  established 
or  agreed  charges  for  loading  and  unloading  coal,  lum- 
ber and  other  freights,  or  for  warehousing;  and  none  addi- 
tional by  way  of  discrimination  for  short  distances  for  motive 
power,  unless  they  were  included  in,  and  Were  in  fact  the 
identical  discriminating  rates  contained  in  the  tariff  of  uni- 
form rates  before  mentioned,  established  by  the  mutual  agree- 
ment of  the  parties.  This  latter  construction  is  the  one 
claimed  by  the  defendants,  who  contend  that  they  are  enti- 
tled to  the  entire  excess  of  receipts  for  passengers,  mails  and 
freights  to  and  from  all  the  intervening  stations,  beyond  what 
those  receipts  wovild  have  been  if  charged  at  the  same  rate 
per  mile,  as  is  by  that  tariff  of  rates  charged  per  mile  for  the 
entire  distance  between  Blossbm'g  and  Corning;  whereas, 
the  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  parties  were  to  participate  in 
the  proportions  provided  by  the  contract  in  ali  the  receipts 
for  whatever  distances  resulting  from  the  uniform  rates  agreed 
on  by  the  parties,  and  that  the  additional  charges  by  way  of 
discrimination  for  short  distances  for  motive  power  spoken  of 
in  the  contract,  refer  only  ix)  additional  charges  beyond  those 
contained  in  the  tariff  of  uniform  rates.  The  referee  of  the 
Supreme  Court  adopted  this  latter  construction  of  the  con- 
tract, and  if  it  be  the  correct  one  the  judgment  should  be 
affi/rmedy  if  it  be  not,  then  the  judgment  should  be  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  granted  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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1.  The  tariff  of  rates  before  mentioned,  Boems  to  be  "uni- 
form rates  of  tolls  and  charges  for  transportation  of  passengers, 
mails  and  freights,"  mentioned  in  the  contract.  Such  is  the 
practical  construction  given  to  it  by  the  parties. 

They  agreed  upon  it  as  such  and  adopted  it  for  one  year, 
according  to  the  requirements  of  the  contract.  Counsel  for 
both  parties  so  assume  the  fact  to  be  on  this  argument. 

Such  is  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  contract.  Uniform 
rates,  in  the  sense  here  used,  mean,  I  think,  rates,  which,  tor 
the  time  they  are  established,  shall  be  kept  at  the  same  point, 
and  shall  not  be  variable  or  fluctuating.  We  may  perhaps, 
take  judicial  notice  of  a  fact  so  notorious  as  that  railroad 
rates  differ  almost  imiversally  in  the  rate  per  mile  between 
short  and  long  distances,  unless  prevented  by  legislative 
restrictions.  We  may  therefore  conclude  that  when  the  par- 
ties contracted  for  uniformity  of  rates,  they  did  not  intend  to 
lose  sight  of  this  well-established  usage  among  c€»7>0(ration8 
of  this  desmption. 

2.  I  think  the  plaintiffs  were  intended  to  participate  in  all 
the  uniform  rates  of  tolls  and  charges,  at  the  prices  estab- 
lished in  the  tariff  of  rates. 

These  were  the  receipts  ior  passengers,  mails  and  fi'eights,  of 
which  the  contract  declares  they  shall  be  entitled  to  two-thirds. 

These  uniform  rates  were  established  by  the  TrmUuil  agree* 
7mrU  of  the  parties,  because  they  were  mutucbUy  to  share  in 
the  receipts  arising  therefrom.  Their  mutual  interest  re- 
quired that  they  should  each  have  a  voice  in  fixing  these 
rates  and  graduating  them  at  the  proper  standard.  Ko 
unjust  discrimination  was  to  be  made  in  favor  of  short  dis- 
tances in  the  established  rates,  to  the  general  prejudice  ci  the 
railroad,  without  the  consent  of  both  parties.  As  one  fur- 
nished the  motive  power,  and  the  other  the  track  and  fixtures^ 
it  was  foreseen  that  they  might  possibly  differ  in  graduating 
the  tariff  of  rates,  and  provision  was  made  for  adjusting  such 
differences  of  opinion. 

3.  The  additional  charges  spoken  of  in  that  cliause  of  the 
contract  now  in  question,  are  exchmve  of  those  contained  in 
the  table  of  uniform  rates. 
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This  is  a  reasonable  inference,  from  the  fact  that  they  are 
spoken  of  in  connection  with  other  charges  thus  obvioisiisly 
excluded.  The  charges  for  loading  and  uiiloading,  and  for 
warehousing,  are  confessedly  not  included.  Why  then  should 
these  charges  spoken  of  in  the  same  connection,  be  deemed  to 
be  included. 

The  charges  for  loading  and  unloading  and  warehousing, 
are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  defendants.  It  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume that  these  were  designed  to  be  of  the  same  charskcter, 
and  to  be  disposed  of  in  like  manner. 

The  charges  here  spoken  of,  are  additional  charges,  and  it 
is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  they  were  (additional  to  those 
theretofore  authorized.  The  language  of  the  agreement  is 
not  that  dU  discriminative  charges  shall  be  excluded  from  the 
receipts  which  are  to  be  subject  to  division,  but  such  addd^Aonal 
discriminative  charges  as  shall  be  made  for  short  distances, 
for  motive  power.  The  uniform  rates  had  made,  or  were 
expected  to  make,  discriminative  charges.  These  charges 
were  not  exclusively  for  n/ioime  pomer.  They  were  made 
upon  general  considerations  as  to  the  prices  which  the  patrons 
of  the  road  would  submit  to  for  the  privileges  enjoyed  and 
the  services  rendered,  and  they  were  placed,  doubtless,  at  as 
high  a  rate  as  was  deemed  to  be  consistent  with  the  success  of 
the  enterprise.  They  were  not  governed  simply  and  pre- 
cisely by  the  amount  of  expenses  incurred  or  serviced  ren- 
dered, but  by  the  laws  of  trade,  and  of  demand  and  supply. 
At  some  points  there  might  be  danger  of  diversion  of  trade 
or  travel  to  rival  roads,  and  this  would  dictate  a  reduction  of 
prices.  At  other  points  where  no  such  danger  existed  and 
property  required  a  market,  an  increase  of  prices  might  be 
sound  policy. 

It  is  possible  that  the  rates  for  the  entire  length  of  the 
road  might  be  put  below  a  strictly  compensatory  standard  on 
a  consideration  of  the  fact  that  intervening  stations  Would 
bear  a  higher  tariff,  we  are  not  to  conclude  that  the  price  for 
the  longest  distance  was  necessarily  the  Standard  and  remtme- 
rative  price  which  was  to  graduate  and  control  all  the  others. 
As  in  all  the  other  cases,  a  great  variety  of  considerations 
62 
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entered  into  this  question  of  prices.  When,  therefore,  the 
contract  speaks  of  additional  charges  by  way  of  discrimina- 
tion for  short  distances  for  motive  power,  I  think  it  means 
strictly  what  it  says.  1.  That  the  charges  referred  to  are 
additional  charges,  additional  to  those  contained  in  the  tariff 
of  uniform  rates.  2.  Additional,  diatyrimma/tive  charges 
beyond  the  discriminative  charges  contained  in  the  table  of 
uniform  rates.  3.  Additional,  discriminative  charges  for 
short  distanoesy  not  for  long  distances,  not  for  distances  nearly 
the  whole  length  of  the  road.  4.  Additional,  discriminative 
charges  for  short  distances,  for  motwe  power y  not  for  other 
purposes,  not  founded  upon  general  considerations  as  to  the 
policy  of  favoring  the  transportation  of  a  particular  class  of 
freight,  or  preventing  a  diversion  of  custom  to  competing 
railroads.  Hence,  also,  I  am  of  opinion  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  these  additional  charges  might  be  lawfully 
imposed  by  the  defendants  for  the  purposes  specified,  beyond 
the  charges  fixed  in  the  uniform  tariff  of  rates  adopted  by  the 
parties.  It  is  supposed  this  could  never  have  been  intended, 
as  it  would  leave  the  interests  of  the  road  at  the  mercy  of  the 
defendants.  But  to  this  it  may  be  answered :  1st.  That  the 
same  argument  might  be  applied  to  thejcharges  for  loading 
and  unloading  and  warehousing,  which  might  be  put  at 
extravagant  and  extortionate  rates.  2d.  That  the  defendants, 
equally  with  the  plaintifis,  were  interested  in  the  pecuniary 
success  of  the  road,  and  in  the  same  direction,  and  that  ordi 
narily  this  would  operate  as  a  sufficient  check  upon  excessive 
charges.  It  may  well  be  conceived  that  contingencies  might 
arise  where  for  short  distances,  and  short  distances  alone,  an 
excess  of  motive  power  beyond  the  ordinary  wants  of  the 
road,  might  be  required,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  charges 
for  this  extraordinary  service  rendered  by  the  defendants 
alone  and  to  be  paid  to  them  alone,  were  deemed  safe  to  be 
confided  to  the  integrity  and  judgment  of  a  partner  in  the 
general  enterprise  whose  interests  would  suffer  in  common 
with  those  of  the  plaintiffs  by  a  rate  of  charges  which  would 
amount  to  a  prohibitory  tariff.  This  conclusion  is  some- 
what strengthened,  I  think,  by  the  language  of  the  contract 
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which  requires  the  defendants  to  furnish  "the  necessary 
motive  power,  engines,  machinery  and  cars  for  all  the  reguLa^t 
business  that  shall  be  famished  to  said  raUroad,"  fairly 
implying  that  an  extraordinary  supply  of  motive  power  might 
be  compensated  by  discriminative  charges  adapted  to  the 
emergency. 

In  short,  the  disorimination  referred  to  was  not  a  dis- 
crimination between  the  prices  thus  charged  and  the  loioest 
rates  charged  in  the  agreed  table  of  uniform  rates,  for  no 
rate  j^er  rn/Ue  for  any  distance  was  ever  agreed  upon,  and 
there  was,  therefore,  no  means  of  determining  what  particu- 
lar gross  rate  should  be  selected  from  which  to  discriminate, 
but  a  discrimination  between  the  prices  'thus  charged  and 
the  prices  charged  for  the  same  distance  in  the  table  of  uni- 
form rates  in  consideration  of  the  surplus  motive  power 
thereby  required. 

When,  therefore,  the  contract  declared  that  the  defendants 
should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  two-thirds  of  the  receipts  for 
passengers,  mails  and  freights,  as  the  generality  of  the 
expression  might,  perhaps,  be  deemed  to  include  the  entire 
receipts  from  all  sources  whatever,  it  was  apparently  thought 
best,  by  way  of  precaution,  to  declare  that  in  this  term  were 
not  to  be  included  charges  for  loading,  unloading,  ware- 
housing, and  extraordinary  supplies  of  motive  power  for 
short  distances. 

This,  I  think,  is  the  fair  and  reasonable  interpretation  of 
the  contract  and  the  most  consistent  with  the  probable  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  thereto. 

I  am  for  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 

Affirmed. 


492  RicKEBSOK  V.  Rabdbb.  [Sept., 

Opinioa  of  the  Court,  por  Johnboit,  J. 


WiLDT  R10KKE8OK,  Appellant,  v.  Paul  Raedkb,  Respondent. 

Where  a  pftrfy  wiishing  to  purchase  diftttel  property  whi(^  \n  mortgaged,  paya 
to  the  mortgagee  a  part  of  the  oonsideration  of  the  purchase,  upon  an  under- 
Btanding  that  the  ehattel  ahall  be  released,  and  the  mortgagee  will  look  to 
the  mortgagor  for  the  balancOi  such  transaction  is  in  itself  a  release  of  the 
mortgage. 

JoaKSON,  J.  In  the  action  before  the  jnstice,  the  defendant 
justified  the  taking  and  selling  the  colt  under  bis  chattel 
mortgage. 

The  plaintiff's  answer  to  this  defense  was,  that  the  defend- 
ant had  received  payment  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage, except  fire  dollan  and  the  int^est,  and  that  he  had 
agreed  to  discharge  the  mortgage  for  the  residue,  and  look 
to  the  mortgagor  personally  for  such  residue.  The  alleged 
payment  consisted  of  a  not6  of  hand  for  fifty  dollars,  against 
one  Johnson,  six  dollars  in  money,  and  a  credit  often  dollars 
on  book  account  by  the  mortgagor.  The  evidence  tends  to 
show  tiiat  the  ctefendant  agreed  to  release  the  colt  from  the 
mortgage  in  a  day  or  two  after  the  payment,  but  never  did 
so.  The  note  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  who  let  the  mortgagor 
take  it,  to  apply  on  the  mortgage,  and  toward  the  purchase 
price  of  the  colt.  The  defendant  had  notice  when  he  took 
the  note,  that  the  mortgagor  was  about  to  sell  the  colt  to  the 
plaintiff  The  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  mort- 
gage, which  was  also  duly  filed.  The  defendant  instead  of 
discharging  the  mortgage,  returned  the  fifty  dollar  note  to 
the  mortgagor  from  whom  he  received  it,  within  a  few  days 
after  the  same  was  transferred  to  him.  The  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  bought  the  colt,  and  paid  the 
mortgagor  for  it,  after  the  alleged  agreement  to  discharge 
the  mortgage,  the  price  of  ninety  dollars,  including  the  John- 
son note.  The  action  seems  to  have  been  tried  before  the 
justice,  upon  the  assumption  that  the  note  was  in  fact  of 
little  or  no  value.  The  questions  which  appear  to  have  been 
principally  litigated  before  the  justice  were,  the  agreement 
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on  the  part  of  the  dofendajit  to  disch^ge  the  mortgage,  and 
the  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor^  when  he  tnmed  out 
the  m>te  in  representing  it  to  be  good  as  oash.  The  plaintiff 
obtained  a  verdict  for  the  value  of  ihe  colt. 

It  must  be  presumed,  I  think,  that  the  jury  passed  upon 
the  question  of  the  fraud  in  turning  out  the  note  against  the 
defendant.  Otherwise  they  could  not  have  rendered  their 
verdict  against  him.  This  being  the  case,  their  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  the  colt,  was,  I  think, 
clearly  right.  Upon  this  hypothesis  the  defendant,  knowing 
that  the  plaintiff  was  about  to  purchase  the  animal  of  the 
mortgagor,  provided  he  could  have  the  note  applied  in  pay- 
ment, agreed  to  take  this  note  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and 
relinquish  the  claim  of  his  mortgage  upon  the  colt  and  look 
to  his  debtor  personally  for  the  small  balance  remaining 
unpaid.  The  plaintiff  then  buys  the  colt,  being  informed 
that  the  claim  of  the  mortgage  is  by  agreement  to  be  relin- 
quished, and  pays  the  full  price,  including  the  note,  which  the 
defendant  has  already  taken.  After  this  it  seems  to  me  the 
defendant  should  not  be  allowed  to  enforce  his  mortgage  for 
any  amount  against  the  plaintiff,  purchasing  in  good  faith. 
The  plaintiff  in  fact  paid  a  part  of  the  mortgage,  which  he 
was  under  no  legal  obligation  to  pay,  and  the  agreement  to 
discharge,  as  respects  him,  had  certainly  a  good  consideration 
to  support  it.  The  defendant  having  consented  in  effect  that 
the  mortgagors  might  sell  the  colt  discharged  from  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage,  and  received  a  portion  of  his  pay  from  the 
purchaser  as  a  consideration  of  his  agreement,  ought  not  to 
be  permitted  now  to  turn  round  and  enforce  the  mortgage 
against  such  purchaser.  It  is  the  same  in  principle  as  though 
the  defendant  had  sold  the  colt  himself  to  the  plaintiff.  It 
is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  defendant  did  not  in  fact  dis- 
charge the  lien  of  his  mortgage  according  to  his  agreement. 
He  was  bound  to  do  so,  and  other  rights  have  intervened  on 
the  faith  of  his  agreement,  they  must  be  protected.  The 
plaintiff  under  the  circumstances  took  the  colt  free  from  all 
claims  of  the  defendant  and  discharged  from  the  mortgage. 
The  law  effectuated  the  discharge,  without  any  act  on  the 
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part  of  the  defendant,  the  moment  the  sale  was  completed 
according  to  the  agreement. 

Although  we  may  not  be  satisfied  entirely  with  the  fvrdict 
of  the  jury,  still  there  was  evidence  tending  to  the  condnsion 
at  which  they  arrived,  and  a  court  of  review  has  no  right  to 
interfere  with  their  finding  in  such  a  case.  I  am  of  the 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
was  erroneous  and  should  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  County 
Court  and  of  the  justice  affirmed. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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Delos  Babtlett  V.  Levi  B.  Tabbox. 

A  person  transferring  a  promissory  note  is  not  the  assignor  of  a  thing  in 
action  within  the  meanuig  of  section  399  of  the  Code  of  Prooednre. 

The  admission  of  distinct  facts  during  a  negotiation  for  a  settlement,  is  com- 
petent eyidenoe  against  the  party  making  it 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  Supreme  Court.  The  action 
was  brought  in  December,  1851,  to  recover  the  amount  of 
four  promissory  notes  made  by  the  defendant;  one  dated 
March  2d,  1846,  for  $16 ;  another  August  10th,  1846,  for 
$150 ;  another  November  18th,  1846,  for  $13 ;  and  another 
Aprn  2d,  1849,  for  $99.84. 

The  defense  set  up  was  payment  and  a  set-off  against 
Elijah  Brown,  an  attomey-at-law,  the  former  holder  of  the 
notes,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  owner  and  holder. 
One  of  the  allegations  in  the  answer  was  that  Brown,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  notes  to  the  plamtiff 
was,  and  still  is  justly  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum 
of  about  $300  for  one  promissory  note  executed  by  one  Solon 
P.  Huntington,  which  the  defendant  sold  and  delivered  to 
Brown  in  the  month  of  June,  1849,  and  which  note  was 
paid  by  Huntington  to  Brown,  and  which  remains  unpaid  to 
the  defendant. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  S.  H.  Harrington,  Esq.  On  the 
trial  it  appeared  that  Brown,  on  the  25th  November,  1851, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  sold  and  transferred  the  notes 
in  suit  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  principal  matter  litigated 
was  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Brown  and  the  defend- 
ant when  this  transfer  was  made.  Brown  had  been  the 
attorney  and  counsel  of  the  defendant  for  several  years,  and 
it  was  not  disputed  that  the  notes  were  valid  claims  against 
the  latter  in  his  hands ;  but  it  was  claimed  that  allowing  the 
Huntington  note  and  tlie  defendant's  account  against  Brown 
for  services  as  a  set-off  to  the  notes  and  Brown's  account 
against  the  defendant,  left  nothing  due  from  the  latter  to 
Brown,  but  on  the  contrary,  there  would  be  a  balance  in  his 
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favor.  On  the  other  hand,  Brown  claimed  that  in  June, 
1849,  when  the  Huntington  note  was  sold  to  him,  the  defend- 
ant was  indebted  to  him  in  a  sum  exceeding  the  amonnt  of 
snch  note  for  certain  bills  of  costs  due  and  owing  to  him 
firom  the  defendant,  and  for  services  rendered  for  the  latter 
as  attorney  and  coonselor-at-law,  and  for  moneys  paid  and 
expended  for  him ;  that  by  agreement  between  the  parties, 
that  note  was  to  be  applied  toward  the  payment  of  this 
indebtedness,  and  the  note  was  applied  thereon  in  pursu- 
ance of  such  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  thereofl 
It  was  further  claimed  that  crediting  the  defendant  all  that 
Brown  ever  received  from  him,  even  including  the  Hunting- 
ton note,  left  a  balance  due  Brown  above  the  notes  of  over 
$50  at  the  time  he  transferred  them  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  referee  found  aa  facts,  that  the  defendant  made  the 
notes  set  out  in  the  complaint ;  that  they  were  sold  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action ;  that  he  purchased  all  of  them  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation paid  by  him,  and  is  the  owner  and  holder  thereof;  that 
no  part  thereof  has  been  paid,  and  that  the  total  amount  due 
on  them  (including  interest),  is  $485,80. 

The  referee  further  found  that  the  defendant,  some  time  iix 
th^  month  of  June  1849,  sold  and  delivered  to  Elijah  Brown, 
a  promissory  note  made  by  one  Solon  F.  Huntington,  for  the 
payment  of  $283.83,  which  was  subsequently  paid  by  said 
Huntington  to  said  Elijah  Brown ;  that  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  of  said  note  to  said  Brown,  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  said  Brown  in  a  sum  of  money  exceeding  the  sum  of 
$283.83,  for  certain  bills  of  costs  due  and  owing  from  the 
defendant  to  said  Elijah  Brown,  and  for  services,  work  and 
labor,  rendered,  done  and  performed  by  said  Brown,  for  said 
defendant,  as  attorney  and  counaelor^at-law ;  and  for  money 
paid  and  expended  by  said  Brown  for  him,  toward  the  pay- 
ment of  which  the  said  note  of  the  said  Solon  F.  Huntington, 
by  an  agreement  between  the  said  defendant  and  said  Brown, 
was  to  apply ;  that  said  note  was  applied  thereon,  in  pursuance 
of  said  agreement,  by  said  Elijah  Brown,  at  the  time  of  the 
receipt  thereof. 
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The  referee  further  found  that  the  defendant  faUed  to 
prove  any  matter  of  set-off  in  his  answer  mentioned. 

Upon  these  facts  his  conclusion  of  law  was,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendant  the  amount  of  the 
notes ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sum  of  $485.85,  being  the  interest  and  principal  due 
thereon. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  Elijah  Brown  as  a  witness 
in  the  action.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  his  being 
sworn  and  examined,  on  the  ground,  first,  that  the  proof  of 
service  of  notice  of  his  examination  was  insufficient ;  second, 
that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient,  and  not  a  compliance 
with  the  statute,  for  the  reason  that  it  did  not  specify  the 
points  on  which  the  witness  would  be  examined.  The 
objections  were  overruled,  and  Brown  was  sworn  and 
examined  as  a  witness.  (The  notice  was  that  Brown  would 
be  examined  generally  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  cause 
for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  thereon.) 

One  Stephen  Estes  testified  that  he  was  present  at,  an 
interview  in  Brown's  office  in  September  or  October,  18RV 
between  the  defendant  and  Brown.  During  the  ineerview 
the  account  books  were  produced  between  Brown  and  defend- 
ant, and  the  accounts  were  looked  over  firom  the  books.  He 
recollected  tlujub  defendcmt  said  Brovm^s  aecoimt  was  all 
riffhtj  and  he  would  aUow  it  if  Brown  would  aJhw  his.  At 
this  stage  of  the  witness'  examination,  the  defendant  proposed 
to  put  preliminary  questions  to  show  that  the  parties  were 
trying  to  settle.  This  was  allowed,  and  the  witness  said, 
*'they  appeared  to  be  trying  to  settle  at  the  time,  and 
had  the  books  out  for  that  purpose."  The  defendant  then 
objected  to  the  evidence,  and  to  all  the  evidence  on  the  same 
subject,  for  the  reason  that  the  parties  were  negotiating  a 
settlement.  The  objection  was  overruled,  and  defendant 
excepted.  The  witness  continued :  "  I  did  not  read  ovw  the 
whole  account."  The  defendant  said :  "  Prophet,  it's  all  right, 
if  you  will  allow  my  account  I  will  allow  yours."  The 
defendant  asked  the  referee  to  strike  out  the  last  evidence,  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  proposition  to  settle,  and  a  conditional 
63 
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offer,  which  was  refiiBed  and  defendant  excepted.  The 
defendant's  account  or  claim,  made  at  this  time,  con- 
sisted of  two  items;  one  of  $25  for  promoting  Brown's 
election  as  district  attorney,  and  another  of  $50,  for  promot- 
ing John  Brown's  election  as  sheriff. 

When  Brown  was  cross-examined,  the  plaintiff  offered  his 
book  containing  the  accounts,  on  pages  86  and  88,  looked 
over  by  defendant  and  Brown,  and  examined,  at  the  time 
spoken  of  by  the  witness  Estes,  not  as  evidence  of  any  items 
n  >t  proved,  but  to  identify  the  accounts  and  as  confirmatory 
testimony.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  it  as  being 
incompetent  and  immaterial,  and  not  being  proved  according 
to  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  that  from  Brown's  own  evidence 
the  book  contains  false  charges,  and  is  not  evidence  in  the 
cause,  and  that  the  admissions  in  reference  to  it  were  made 
during  an  effort  to  settle.  The  witness  being  further  inter- 
rogated said :  That  the  book  was  the  same  book  that  was  pro- 
duced at  the  office,  and  that  it  contained  the  same  charges, 
and  was  all  correct,  and  were  all  looked  over  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  there  had  been  no  alteration  in  the  account  since, 
but  it  was  in  the  same  condition  as  when  looked  over  by 
defendant.  The  referee  overruled  the  objection  and  de- 
cided to  receive  the  book  for  the  purposes  offered,  and 
defendant  excepted. 

The  caseiBtates  that  near  the  close  of  the  trial,  the  plaintiff 
offered  in. evidence  all  the  papers,  receipts  and  bills  of  costs 
heretofore  proved  and  marked  by  the  referee.  Objected  to  by 
the  defendant  separately  and  collectively,  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  incompetent  and  immaterial  evidence,  and  the  acts 
and  declarations  of  third  persons.  Objection  overruled,  and 
defendant  excepted. 

Philip  G.  Schermerhom  testified  on  his  examination  by 
defendant  to  a  declaration  made  by  Brown  in  the  summer  of 
1851,  to  defendant,  that  if  Huntington  had  paid  up  his  note 
in  full,  there  would  be  a  small  balance  due  the  defendant. 
Subsequently  the  plaintiff  called  John  Brown^  and  offered 
to  show  by  him  a  conversation  with  Schermerhom  and  to 
contradict  him  in  the  evidence  given  by  him.    The  testi 
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mony  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that 
Schermerhom's  attention  was  not  called  to  the  alleged  conrer- 
sation,  nor  the  time  or  place  of  it ;  and  the  objection  was 
sustained.  Afterward  tie  witness  was  recalled  byplaintifF^ 
and,  without  objection,  testified  to  a  conversation  with  Scher- 
merhom  the  fall  before  the  trial,  in  which  the  latter  stated 
in  substance,  that  he  had  never  heard  any  conversation 
between  defendant  and  Brown  in  relation  to  these  matters, 
and  knew  nothing  about  them. 

Judgment  was  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee,  and 
the  defendant  appealed  to  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  He  now  appeals  to 
this  court. 

Edga/r  F.  Brovm^  for  the  plaintiff. 

L.  L.  BuTidyj  for  the  defendant. 

Wmqht,  J.  The  defendant's  notes  were  transferred  to  the 
plaintiff  in  November,  18§1,  by  Elijah  Brown,  a  former 
owner  and  holder.  Two  defenses  were  interposed.  Firsts 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  then  owner,  but  that  they  were  the 
property  of  Brown ;  and,  second,  a  set-off  against  Brown. 
The  set-off  claimed  was  the  amount  of  a  note  ($283.83)  made 
by  one  Huntington,  which  it  was  alleged  the  defendant  sold 
to  Brown  in  1849,  and  which  had  been  paid  to  the  latter ; 
also,  for  moneys  received  by  Brown,  to  and  for  the  use  of  the 
defendant,  and  money  paid  by  the  latter  to  the  former  during 
the  six  years  prior  to  1851 ;  and  also,  for  wor^  and  labor 
done  and  performed  by  the  defendant  for  Brown,  in  the 
years  1846, 1847  and  1848.  The  finding  of  the  referee  dis- 
poses of  both  these  defenses  adversely  to  the  defendant.  It 
is  found  that  the  plaintiff  was,  at  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  the  owner  and  holder  of  the  notes,  having  pur- 
chased them  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  of  the  Huntington  note  to  Brown,  the  defendant 
was  indebted  to  him  in  a  sum  of  money  exceeding  the  amount 
of  the  note,  for  certain  professional  services,  toward  the  pay- 
ment of  which,  by  an  ageement  between  the  parties,  the  note 
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waB  to  apply ;  and  Brown,  at  the  receipt  thereof,  in  purBuance 
of  the  agreement,  applied  it  in  part  payment  of  die  defend- 
ant's indebtedness ;  and  that  the  defendant  failed  to  prove  any 
matter  of  set-off  mentioned  in  his  answer.  The  findings 
are  not  the  subject  of  review  in  this  conrt.  It  was  compe^ 
tent  for  the  Supreme  Court  to  have  reviewed  the  case,  both 
upon  the  &ets  and  the  law,  but  our  jurisdiction  extends  only 
to  the  determination  of  legal  questions.  We  can  not  look 
into  the  evidence  to  determine  whether  the  facts  were  or  were 
not  correctly  found;  but  taking  them  as  found  by  the 
referee,  our  power  is  limited  to  the  inquiry  whether  he 
deduced  the  proper  legal  conclusions  from  them.  That  there 
was  no  error  in  this  respect  is  clear ;  and  there  must  be  an 
affirmance  of  the  judgment,  unless  some  error  was  committed 
on  the  trial  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant. 

The  defendant's  counsel,  in  his  points,  insists  that  there 
were  several  errors  of  the  latter  description.  Those  pointed 
out  will  be  briefly  noticed : 

1.  Elijah  Brown,  the  person  yho  transferred  the  notes  to 
the  plaintiff,  was  sworn  and  examined  as  a  witness  in  his 
behalf,  the  defendant  objecting  on  the  grounds  of  the  defec- 
tiveness of  the  notice  given  of  his  examination,  in  not  speci- 
fying the  points  on  which  he  would  be  examined.  The  objec- 
tion assumed  that  Brown  was  tiie  ass^nor  of  the  plaintiff's 
d^nand  within  the  meaning  of  section  399  of  the  Gode,  as  the 
section  read,  and  fhe  law  stood  at  the  time  of  the  trial;  and  that 
in  all  cases  the  ten  days'  notice  of  the  intended  examination 
of  sudi  assignor  must  be  given.  But  it  is  now  settled  tiiat  the 
person  transferring  a  promissory  note  is  not  the  assignor  of  a 
thing  in  action  witiiin  the  meaning  of  section  399.  {Porter  v. 
Potter  18  K.  Y.,  52),  and  that  it  is  only  in  cases  where  such 
assignor  is  to  be  examined  against  an  assignee,  or  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator,  tliat  notice  of  his  intended  examination 
is  required  to  be  given.  (  Vtmieanr  v.«  Lhmggtan^  3  Kern.  248 ; 
Bidwell  V.  The  Astor  MutmdL  Inewrcmce  Compamyj  16  N. 
Y.,  263.)  The  witness,  therefore,  not  being  the  assignor 
of  the  plaintiff^  or  if  he  was,  the  defendant  not  being  an 
assignee,  or  an  executor  or  administrator,  no  notice  of  his 
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intended  examination  was  necessary.  He  was  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  withont  any  notice ;  and  whether  the 
one  attempted  to  be  served  was  defective  in  the  particular 
suggested  or  not  was  entirely  immaterial. 

2.  A  witness  by  the  name  of  Estes  detailed  the  particulars 
of  an  interview  between  the  ctefendant  and  Bi»own  at  Brown's 
oflSce,  abcMit  the  first  of  October,  1851,  some  two  months 
before  the  transfer  of  the  notes*  The  parties  were  trying 
to  settle.  The  account  books  of  Brown  were  produced  and 
his  account  with  the  defendant  looked  over  and  examined 
as  his  book  exhibited  it.  The  defendant  claimed  against 
Brown  $75  #br  political  services,  in  promoting  his  election 
to  the  office  of  district  attorney,  and  that  of  his  brother 
John  to  the  offixfe  of  sheriff,  and  this  was  all  the  claim  he 
made.  ^Estea  further  testified:  "I  recollect  defendant  said 
Brown's  account  was  all  right,,  and  he  would  allow  it, 
if  Brown  would  allow  his,"  This  evidence  was  objected 
to  by  the  defendant  for  the  reason  that  the  parties  were 
n^otiating  a  settlement;  but  the  objection  was  overruled 
and  the  evidence  received ;  it  was  not  objectionable,  at 
least  for  the  reason  assigned.  The  fact  that  the  parties 
were  attempting  to  settle  was  no  ground  for  excluding  any 
admission  by  the  defendant  of  the  correctness  of  Brown's 
account  against  him.  It  was  not  an  offer  or  proposition  made 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  settlement,  but  the  declaration 
of  a  fact  after  looking  over  the  items,  viz. :  that  "  Brown's 
account  was  oK  right."  The  admissions  of  distinct  facts 
during  negotiation  for  a  settlement  are  always  competent 
evidence  against  the  party  making  them.  In  this  case  the 
proof  was  extremely  pertinent,  as  a  distinct  admission  that 
all  the  items  of  account  then  looked  over  were  correct ;  and 
also,  as  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant,  then  (some  two 
months  before  the  commencement  of  the  action)  made  no 
claim  or  pretense  that  he  had  paid  anything  on  the  notes  in 
suit,  or  that  he  had  any  set-off  or  claim  against  Brown,  not 
credited  on  Brown's  books,  except  the  claim  for  political 
services. 
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3.  At  the  close  of  the  examination  of  Estes  and  Brown,  the 
plaintiff  offered  Brown's  book  containing  the  accounts  looked 
over  and  examined  by  defendant  as  testified  to  by  both  those 
witnesses,'  not  as  evidence  of  any  items  not  proved,  but  to 
identify  the  acconnts,  and  as  confirmatory  testimony.  This 
book  had  been  in  court  and  referred  to  on  the  examination  of 
both  Brown  and  Estes.  The  defendant  objected  to  it  as  being 
incompetent  and  immaterial,  and  not  being  proved  according 
to  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  that  the  admissions  in  reference 
to  it  were  made  during  an  effort  to  settle.  After  receiving 
further  proof  that  the  book  was  the  same  produced  at  Brown's 
office,  that  it  contained  the  same  charges,  and  ^ere  all  cor- 
rect and  were  all  looked  over  by  the  defendant,  and 
there  had  been  no  alteration  in  the  account  since  such  exam- 
ination, the  referee  overruled  the  objections,  and  decided 
to  receive  the  book  for  the  purposes  offered.  This  was  not 
error.  The  book  had  been  looked  over  by  the  defendant  and 
the  accounts  admitted  to  be  correct,  on  which  were  all  the 
credits  of  the  defendant,  which  he  claimed  except  for  pre- 
tended political  services.  It  showed  a  balance  due  to  Brown 
over  and  above  the  notes  in  suit,  as  Brown  had  previously 
testified  was  the  fact,  of  $60.56 ;  but  what  these  items  were 
that  went  to  make  up  such  account,  and  which  the  defendant 
admitted  was  all  right,  could  not  be  understood  by  the  referee 
except  by  an  inspection  of  the  book.  It  was  not  offered  as 
any  evidence  of  itself,  of  the  correctness  of  its  contents,  but 
to  show  what  were  the  items  of  account  referred  to  in  the 
testimony  of  Estes  and  Brown.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Brown  and 
defendant  in  October,  1851,  was  principally  pertinent  as  bear- 
ing on  the  question,  whether  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of 
the  notes,  Brown  had  not  an  unsettled  account  against  the 
defendant  for  professional  services,  more  than  enough  to 
balance  any  claims  of  the  latter  against  him,  and  which 
could  be  the  subject  of  a  set-off. 

4.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  note  against 
Huntington,  was  by  agreement,  received  by  Brown  from  the 
defendant  toward  costs  due  him  from  the  latter  in  the  Angell 
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chancery  suit,  and  that  Brown  was  to  make  that  application 
of  a  portion  of  its  proceeds.  With  the  view. of  showing  the 
application  of  the  note  on  these  costs,  the  plaintiff  offered 
Brown's  chancery  register  in  evidence.  It  was  objected  to 
for  the  same  reason  as  his  account  book  before  mentioned.  I 
think  the  evidence  was  admissible,  but  if  otherwise,  it  could 
not  possibly  have  prejudiced  the  defendant.  Brown  had 
previously  testified  to  the  application  by  him  of  enough  of 
the  note  to  satisfy  the  bill  of  costs  in  the  Angell  suit,  and  the 
entry  in  his  chancery  register  of  the  fact  had  been  proved 
without  objection. 

5.  The  case  states  that  before  the  termination  of  the  trial, 
the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  all  the  papers,  receipts  and 
bills  of  costs  before  proved  and  marked  by  the  referee,  and 
that  the  defendant  objected  to  them,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  incompetent  and  immaterial  evidence,  and  the  acts 
and  declarations  of  third  persons.  There  was  no  force  in  the 
objection.  •  There  were  receipts  for  money  which  Brown  tes- 
tified he  paid  for  the  defendant,  and  his  bills  of  costs  against 
him.  After  the  bills  of  costs  were  proved  without  objection, 
they  were  properly  produced  and  put  in  evidence.  Had  they 
been  received  as  proof  of  the  services,  and  the  value,  from 
the  amount  at  which  they  were  taxed,  without  other 
proof,  there  might  have  been  some  ground  for  the  objection ; 
but  after  proof  of  the  services,  and  the  value,  and  taxation, 
and  the  charges  on  the  account  book  of  such  bills,  and  credits 
to  the  defendant  of  the  amount  belonging  to  him,  and  his 
declaration  that  the  account  was  all  right,  it  cannot  be  pre- 
tended that  it  was  illegal  to  produce  the  bills  as  taxed. 

6.  It  is  insisted  that  the  referee  erred  in  receiving  the 
evidence  of  the  witness,  John  Brown,  to  contradict  that  of 
the  defendant's  witness,  Philip  G.  Schermerhom.  But  a 
complete  answer  to  the  point,  is  that  Brown's  testimony  was 
received  without  objection.  When  the  plaintiff  first  pro- 
posed to  show  by  Brown,  a  conversation  with  Schermerhom, 
with  a  view  of  impeaching  or  discrediting  his  testimony,  the 
defendant  objected  on  the  ground  that  Schermerhom 's  atten,- 
tion  had  not  been  called  to  the  alleged  conversation,  or  the 
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time  or  place  of  it;  and  the  objection  was  suBtained.  At  a 
subsequent  stage  of  the  trial  Brown  was  recalled  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  testified  to  a  conveisation  with  Schermerhom  the 
fall  before  the  trial,  in  which  the  latter  stated  in  substance, 
that  he  had  never  heard  any  conversation  between  Elijah 
Brown  and  the  defendant,  and  should  not  swear  to  any ;  that 
he  was  not  a  witness  in  the  case,  nor  did  Tie  know  anything 
about  it.  It  was  this  evidence  to  which  no  objection  was 
made  by  the  defendant,  that  is  now  claimed,  the  referee 
wrongly  received.  Not  having  objected,  but  on  the  contrary 
consented  to  its  being  given,  it  is  quite  too  late,  on  appeal,  for 
the  defendant  to  allege  its  reception  as  a  ground  of  error. 

These  were  all  the  rulings  on  the  trial  now  claimed  to  have 
been  erroneous.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant's 
exceptions  to  them  were  not  well  taken.  The  judgment  of 
the  Supreme  Court  should  be  afltoned. 

All  concurring, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Jebemiah  S.  Hakes  v.  John  M.  Peok. 

Where  a  party  purohases  a  tract  of  land  at  a  price  named,  and  pays  for  the 
same  m  a  dtj  lot,  stipulating  that  said  lot  shall  sell  within  one  year  at  that 
price  or  over,  and  in  case  of  its  not  selling  for  that  amount  he  will  make  up 
the  deficiency  in  cash,  etc.,  the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  sell  said  lot  at 
public  auction  at  any  time  during  the  year,  and  if  it  does  not  bring  the  price 
stipulated  the  party  will  be  liable  for  the  deficiency. 

The  plaintiff  sold  to  the  defendant  a  tract  of  land  for 
$1,500,  and  received  in  payment  therefor  lot  number  ten, 
on  a  map  of  lands  made  for  S.  Cpwell,  lying  on  River  street, 
in  the  city  of  Troy,  valued  at  the  same  sum.  The  defendant 
at  the  time  of  sale  signed  a  written  agreement  by  which  he 
stipulated  that  the  said  lot  should  sell  within  one  year  at  that 
price  or  over,  and  in  case  of  its  not  selling  for  that  amount 
that  he  would  make  up  the  deficiency  in  cash  to  said  Hakes, 
within  sixty  days,  with  interest  after  such  sale.  This  agree- 
ment was  dated  21st  October,  1854.  The  deeds  were  executed 
at  the  same  time.  The  plaintiff  held  the  lot  until  16th  of 
June,  1855,  when  he  sold  the  same  at  public  auction  in  Troy, 
for  $1,250.  Public  notice  was  given  of  the  sale  by  adver- 
tisements, which  were  posted  about  the  city.  Notice  was 
given  of  the  sale  to  Peck.  He  was  at  the  place  of  sale  a 
short  time  before  it  took  place. 

Evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  lot  had  depreciated  in  value  from  October,  1854,  to 
the  time  of  sale,  and  till  October,  1855.  To  this  evidence 
the  defendant  objected,  and  his  objection  being  overruled  he 
excepted. 

The  defendant's  counsel  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint on  the  ground  that  no  breach  of  the  contract  was 
proved,  and  tnat  no  cause  of  action  had  accrued  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  oourt  denied  the 
motion,  to  which  the  defendant  excepted.  The  court  decided 
thatthe  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  and  directed  the  jivy 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted.  The  exceptions  were  directed  to  be  heard 
64 
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at  a  General  Term  in  the  first  instance.    Judgment  was 
ordered  for  the  plaintiff. 

John  H.  Reynolds^  for  the  appellant. 

J.  A.  MiUa^dy  for  the  respondent. 

Ingkaham,  J.  The  principal  question  in  this  case  depends 
upon  the  constmction  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties, 
by  which  the  defendant  undertook  to  make  up  the  deficiency 
if  the  lot  did  not  within  a  year  bring  $1,500.  The  defendant 
contends  that  he  had  a  right  at  any  time  within  the  year  to 
find  a  purchaser  at  that  sum,  and  that  the  sale  by  the  plain- 
tiff before  the  year  expired  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
defendant  to  fulfill  his  agreement.  I  do  not  see  anything  in 
the  contract  that  rendered  it  necessary  for  Hakes  to  hold  the 
title  to  the  lot  for  the  year.  The  agreement  was  that  it 
should  sell  for  $1,500  within  one  year,  and  if  after  Hakes 
had  sold  the  lot  the  purchaser  had  resold  it  within  the  year 
for  $1,500,  that  would  have  been  a  defense  to  this  action. 
Nor  is  there  anything  requiring  the  offer  of  $1,500  from  a 
purchaser  to  be  made  to  Hakes.  A  like  offer  made  in  good 
faith  to  the  purchaser,  even  if  refosed  by  him,  would  have 
shown  the  value  to  be  $1,500  within  the  year,  and  an  offer 
to  the  purchaser  would  have  been  as  effective  to  fix  the  value 
B&  a  like  offer  would  have  been  if  made  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  proper  construction  of  this  agreement  is,  that  Hakes 
should  ascertain  the  value  by  a  sale  some  time  within  the 
year  and  that  he  should  not  hold  the  lot  longer  than  that  time, 
and  afterward  by  selling  it  for  a  less  sum  than  $1,500,  charge 
him  with  the  deficiency.  The  contract  clearly  contemplated 
a  sale  within  the  year.  If  the  defendant  is  right  in  his  con- 
struction, there  could  be  no  sale  within  the  year  for  less  than 
$1,500.  But  if  so  how  could  there  be  a  deficiency  made,* 
or  how  could  the  amount  of  deficiency  be  ascertained  ?  Not 
before  the  year  expired,  because  if  so  the  defendant's  claim 
to  have  the  whole  year  to  find  a  purchaser  would  fail.  If 
after  the  year,  that  would  be  contrary  to  the  contract  which 
provided  for  paying  any  deficiency  within  the  year.     The 
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construction  put  upon  the  contract  in  the  court  below  was 
the  correct  one,  viz. :  that  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to  sell  the 
lot  within  the  ensuing  year  it  would  bring  $1,500,  and 
if  it  did  not  the  defendant  would  make  up  the  deficiency 
between  that  sum  and  the  amount  the  lot  should  bring  if 
sold  within  the  year.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  not  offered 
the  lot  for  sale  within  the  year,  could  he  have  maintained 
any  action  against  the  defendant  ?  I  think  not.  The  con- 
tract evidently  means  that  the  plaintiff  should  act  in  good 
faith  in  selling  at  a  reasonable  time  and  using  proper  means 
to  get  a  fair  price.  K  after  so  doing,  the  property  does  not 
bring  the  sum  agreed  on,  the  defendant  became  liable  to  pay 
the  difference. 

There  was  an  exception  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence 
showing  the  market  value  of  the  lot  during  the  year.  This 
point  has  not  been  taken  before  us  on  the  argument.  The 
evidence  was  clearly  admissible,  if  for  no  other  purpose  to 
show  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  making  the 
sale,  and  that  the  defendant  was  not  injured  by  selling  it 
within  and  before  the  termination  of  the  year. 

The  judgment  was  right,  and  should  be  affirmed. 

Johnson,  J.  The  plaintiff  received  the  lot  of  land  in  ques- 
tion, of  the  defendant,  at  a  valuation  of  $1,500,  with  a  stipu- 
lation from  the  latter  that  "  said  lot  shall  sell  within  one  year 
at  that  price  or  over,  and  in  case  of  its  not  selling  for  that 
amount  I  will  make  up  the  deficiency  in  cash  to  said  Hakes 
within  sixty  days,  with  interest  after  said  sale."  The  stipu- 
lation is  dated  the  21st  of  October,  1854.  The  plaintiff  sold 
the  land  at  public  auction  June  18, 1855,  for  $1,250,  which 
was  the  highest  sum  bid.  The  action  is  for  the  deficiency. 
The  stipulation  plainly  contemplates  a  sale  by  the  plaintiff 
of  the  premises,  for  the  purpo^  of  converting  the  same  into 
money  within  the  year  ensuing  its  date,  and  provides  for  the 
payment  of  any  deficiency  in  case  there  should  be  any  upon 
such  sale.  The  sale  was  of  course  to  bo  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff, as  he  was  the  sole  owner  and  at  liberty  to  sell  or  retain 
the  premises  at  his  option.     If  he  elected  to  keep  the  lot,  it 
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operated  aa  a  satisfaetion  of  the  $1,500,  at  which  it  was 
ralued.  If  he  elected  to  sell,  the  Btipnlation  provided  that 
it  Bhoald  bring  $1,500  or  over,  upon  such  Bale,  within  the  year, 
or  the  deficiency  shonM  be  paid  with  intereftt  from  the  date 
of  the  Bale. 

The  only  qnestion  in  the  case  is,  at  what  time  within  the 
year  oonld  the  plaintiff  Bell  and  hold  the  defendant  to  his 
Btipnlation  f  The  answer  seems  to  me  very  plain.  No  time 
of  sale  is  fixed  by  the  instrument  except  ^^  within  one  year.'' 
And  as  it  is  left  optional  witii  the  plaintiff  to  sell  or  not,  as 
he  might  choose,  it  follows,  I  think,  very  clearly,  that  he  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  at  any  time  within  the  year  when  it 
might  be  desirable  on  his  part  to  convert  the  land  into 
money.  Of  coarse,  there  was  an  implied  obligation  cm  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  act  in  good  faith,  and  obtain  the  best 
price  which  could  be  obtained  with  reasonable  exertion, 
T^ere  is  no  pretense  that  this  has  not  been  done.  The 
defendant  had  notice  of  the  sale,  and  was  present,  but  did 
not  offer  to  take  the  lot  at  the  $1,500,  car  any  other  prioe. 
He  certainly  had  then  a  fair  oppcHrtunity  of  canceling  his 
obligation  by  taking  the  lot  off  the  plaintiff's  hands.  This 
he  declined  or  neglected  to  do.  It  is  claimed  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  that  he  had  the  whole  of  the  year  within 
which  to  make  the  required  sum  by  a  sale  of  the  lot,  and 
that  he  was  to  be  the  actor,  and  the  plaintiff  had  no  ri^t  to 
sell  until  the  last  day  of  the  year.  But  this  is  a  mistake* 
The  plaintiff  was  to  be  the  actor.  He  could  Sell  or  not  as 
he  chose.  If  he  sold,  it  was  to  be  at  the  defendant's  risk  as 
to  price,  and  this  right  he  has  exercised  within  the  general 
limit.  Clearly  the  defendant  had  no  power  to  seU,  or  to 
control  the  plaintiff  as  to  time  within  the  general  scope 
He  might  have  found  a  purchaser  for  the  plaintiff  had  he 
chosen  so  to  do  at  the  valuation,  or  offered  to  take  the  land 
at  that  price  himself,  at  any  time  before  the  plaintiff  elected 
to  sell,  or  at  the  time  ci  the  sale^  and  thus  have  absolved 
himself  from  his  obligation.  But  he  could  not  lie  still,  and 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  keep  the  land  through  the  year,  as 
that  was  no  part  of  the  stipulation.     The  meaning  of  the 
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agreement  is  that  the  lot  shonld  sell  at  any  time  within  the 
year  at  which  the  plaintiff  might  in  good  &ith  desire  and 
elect  to  sell,  for  the  valuation  or  over.  As  it  was  sold  for 
less,  at  a  fair  sale,  within  the  time,  the  defendant  is  liable 
for  the  deficiency  with  interest. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  right,  and  should 
be  affirmed. 

All  concm*  except  Dbnio,  Oh.  J.,  and  Seldkn,  J.,  who 
dissent. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Jahbs  S.  Oakpentieb  v.  Jambs  S.  Willet,  Administrator 
of  James  C.  Willet,  sheriff,  deceased. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  a  caae  where  the  defendant  ia  subject  to  an 
arrest  and  imprisonment,  it  should  be  so  stated  in  the  judgment^  if  the  plain- 
tiff wishes  to  avail  himself  of  such  remedj. 

The  subsequent  indorsement  by  the  justice  that  execution  against  the  body  is 
to  issue,  is  not  sufficient.  Such  entry,  to  be  available,  must  be  entered  in  and 
become  a  part  of  the  judgment. 

The  sheriff  when  sued  for  an  escape  may  avail  himself  of  the  defense^  that  the 
defendant  was  not  subject  to  arrest  on  the  execution. 

The  action  was  for  the  escape  of  one  Doughty,  who  was 
committed  to  the  custody  of  the  late  James  0.  Willett,  sh  eriff 
of  New  York,  under  an  execution  issuing  out  of  the  third 
district  court  of  the  city. 

On  the  trial  it  appeared,  that  on  the  12th  November,  1857, 
the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against  Samuel  H.  Doughty 
for  $267.50,  in  the  third  district  court  of  the'  city  of  New 
York.  The  plaintiff  sued  as  the  assignee  of  one  Thomas 
France,  and  stated  the  following  cause  of  action :  On  the 
2d  May,  1857,  Doughty  held  a  judgment  against  Alfred  S. 
Sates  and  Thomas  France,  amounting  on  that  day  to  $369.18. 
France  paid  Doughty  $100  in  cash  thereon,  and  delivered  to 
him  as  collateral  security  for  the  balance,  $269.18,  and  inter- 
est to  grow  due  thereon,  and  costs,  three  promissory  notes  not 
due,  against  third  parties,  one  for  the  sum  of  $159.41 ;  another 
for  $232.28 ;  and  another  for  $212.50.  About  the  same  time, 
France  sold  and  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  the  promissory  notes 
so  delivered  to  Doughty,  subject  only  to  the  claim  of  the  latter, 
for  the  sum  of  $269.18,  residue  of  his  judgment,  with  interest 
and  costs.  Upon  the  notes  becoming  due,  they  were  paid  to 
Doughty  in  full ;  after  such  payment  the  plaintiff  applied 
to  Doughty  for  the  promissory  notes,  or  for  the  payment  to 
him  of  the  balance  of  their  proceeds  (about  $300)  after 
deducting  the  amount  due  to  Doughty ;  but  Doughty  reftised 
to  deliver  to  him  the  promissory  notes  or  either  of  them,  or  to 
pay  to  him  the  proceeds  of  said  notes,  or  any  part  thereof. 
Doaghty  appeared  in  the  action  and  answered.    The  cause 
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was  tried,  and,  as  stated,  on  12th  November,  1857,  the  justice 
rendered  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $250  damages,  the  extent 
of  his  jurisdiction,  and  $17.50  costs.  On  the  13th  November, 
1857,  the  justice,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  ordered  an 
execution  to  issue  against  Doughty's  body ;  and,  on  15th  No- 
vember, execution  was  issued  accordingly,  and  Doughty  was 
arrested  and  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.  On 
the  18th  November,  the  sheriff  took  from  Doughty,  and  sure- 
ties, a  bond  for  the  liberties  established  for  the  jail  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York.  On  the  evening  of  the  21st 
November,  at  about  7  o'clock.  Doughty  was  seen  by  France, 
at  his  home  in  Hudson  City,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey; 
about  8  o'clock  of  the  same  evening,  France  informed  the 
plaintiff  of  the  fact ;  and  the  latter  immediately  made  out 
the  summons  in  this  suit,  and  a  copy,  and  delivered  them  to 
France,  to  be  served,  and  France  duly  served  the  summons 
on  the  defendant  about  11  o'clock  of  the  same  evening. 

On  the  19th  November,  1857,  Doughty  appealed  to  the 
Common  Pleas  from  the  judgment  of  the  district  court.  On 
that  day,  he  served  upon  the  justice  a  notice  of  appeal,  and 
the  undertaking  required  by  law,  which  was  approved  by  the 
justice,  and  at  the  same  time  paid  the  costs,  and  also  the  fee 
for  return.  It  was  not  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice, that  the  defendi^nt  was  subject  to  arrest  thereon. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  defendant  moved  for  a 
•  nonsuit  on  the  following  grounds :  1st.  That  no  judgment 
has  been  produced  or  shown  by  the  plaintiff,  authorizing  the 
arrest  of  Doughty.  2d.  That  the  execution  is  wholly  void, 
and  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  keep  the  prisoner. 
3d.  That  no  escape  is  shown  to  have  existed  at  the  time  of 
service  of  the  process  on  the  sheriff.  4th.  That  the  appeal 
and  undertaking,  and  approval  thereon,  suspended  or  super- 
seded the  right  to  detain  the  defendant.  Doughty,  in  custody. 

The  court  granted  the  motion,  and  ordered  a  dismissal  of 
the  complaint,  to  which  decision  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

Judgment  having  been  entered  accordingly  against  the 
plaintiff  he  appealed  to  the  General  Term,  where  the  same 
was  affirmed ;  and  he  now  appeals  to  this  court. 
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Wbight,  J.  If  the  process  by  virtue  of  which  Doughty  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  was  void,  an  action  for  his  escape  could 
not  be  supported.  That  the  process  is  void  is  a  defense  to  the 
sheriff,  upon  the  principle  that  having  no  right  to  detain 
the  defendant,  the  creditor  has  lost  nothing  by  the  escape. 
{Phdps  V.  Barton^  13  Wend.,  18;  Horton  v.  Eendershot, 
1  Hill,  118;  Alhro  v.  Wa/rd^  8  Mass.,  79;  Constant  v. 
Chapmcm,  2  Queen's  Bench,  771.)  The  question,  there- 
fore, is,  was  the  execution  by  which  Doughty  was  taken 
issued  with  or  without  authority?  If  unauthorized  he  was 
not  legally  in  custody,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  that 
the  officer  suffered  one  unlawfully  detained  to  escape. 

The  execution  by  which  he  was  arrested,  and  committed 
to  the  custody  of  the  defendant,  as  sheriff  of  New  York, 
issued  out  of  the  third  district  court  of  the  city.  On  the 
15th  of  September,  1857,  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  one 
Thomas  France,  brought  a  suit  against  Doughty  in  the  dis- 
trict court.  After  successive  adjournments,  the  cause  was 
tried,  and  on  the  12th  November,  1857,  the  justice  rendered 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  $250,  damages,  and 
$17.50,  costs,  and  the  same  was  entered  cgi  the  docket.  It  was 
not  stated  in  this  judgment  that  the  defendant  was  subject 
to  arrest  and  imprisonment  thereon.  The  day  following  the « 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  the  plaintiff  made  affidavit  "that 
judgment  has  been  rendered  for  the  plaintifi'/'  etc.,  and  on 
that  affidavit  the  justice  indorsed  "execution  against  the 
body  to  issue,  Wm.  B.  Meech,  Justice,  November  13th,  1857." 
The  clerk  noted  in  the  docket  this  order  of  the  justice,  and 
issued  execution  accordingly,  to  a  constable  who  made  the 
arrest.  The  proceeding  is  claimed  to  be  without  legal  justi- 
fication, and  I  think  rightly. 

The  act  of  April,  1857,  entitled  "  An  act  to  reduce  the 
several  acts  relating  to  the  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New 
York  into  one  act,"  provides  as  follows :  "  When  a  judgment 
is  rendered  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to  arrest 
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and  imprisonment  thereon,  it  must  be  so  stated  in  the  jndg^ 
ment  and  entered  in  the  docket."  (Laws  of  1857,  chap.  344:, 
§  50.)  This  means  that  the  justice  must  adjudge  that  it  is 
a  case  in  which  the  party  is  subject  to  arrest,  and  the  right 
to  ari^est  must  be  stated  in  the  judgment ;  in  other  words, 
form  a  part  thereof.  It  is  a  part  of  his  judicial  labor  and 
duty.  The  provision  cannot  be  regarded  as  merely  directory 
as  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  or  preserving  the  records  of  the 
district  court,  the  duty  being  judicial  in  its  nature.  The 
statute  requiring  the  act  to  be  done  is  imperative.  {BraokeU 
V.  Eastmcm^  17  Wend.,  32 ;  Sdlby  v.  Howard^  3  Denio,  72.) 
It  is  a  limitation  of  jurisdiction,  and  not  a  statutory  direction 
to  the  officers  of  the  court.  If  the  provision  related  exclu- 
sively to  the  ministerial  act  of  making  an  entry  in  the  docket 
(which  in  this  case  was  to  be  done  by  the  clerk),  it  would  be 
otherwise.  It  was  no  part  of  the  judgment  rendered  on  the 
12th  November,  that  Doughty  was  subject  to  arrest  and 
imprisonment.  The  right  to  arrest  was  not  passed  upon  by 
the  justice.  However,  the  day  following  the  rendition  of 
the  judgment,  on  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  that  Doughty  had 
received  the  money  for  which  the  judgment  was  obtained  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  justice  ordered  execution  to  issue 
against  his  person.  This  subsequent  proceeding  cannot  be 
supported.  On  the  13th  November  the  justice  had  no  juris- 
diction to  act.  He  was  ftmetua  officio.  What  he  did  was 
not  merely  irregular,  but  void.  He  had  no  more  right  to 
order  an  execution  to  issue  against  the  person  on  the  day 
after  he  had  rendered  judgment  than  he  would  have  had 
three  months  thereafter.  The  district  courts  are  of  limited 
jurisdiction,  and  can  only  act  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by 
statute.  We  will  look  in  vain  for  any  provision  in  the 
act  of  1857  remodeling  these  courts  and  their  jurisdiction, 
for  authority  for  this  latter  proceeding.  There  is  nothing 
authorizing  the  justice  to  issue  an  execution  against  the 
person  upon  being  satisfied  by  evidence  after  judgment  and 
expa/rte  that  the  case  is  one  for  the  arrest  and  imprisonment 
of  the  defendant.  On  the  contrary,  this  feature  of  the  non- 
imprisonment  act  of  1831  was  expressly  repealed  as  to  the 
65 
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district  courts  in  New  York  by  the  district  court  act  of  1857. 
(Laws  of  1831,  p.  413 ;  Laws  of  1857,  chap.  344,  §  81.) 
Altogether  another  jurisdiction  was  conferred.  It  was  made 
as  ranch  tlie  duty  of  the  justice  to  pass  upon  the  defendant's 
liability  to  an  arrest  as  upon  his  liability  in  the  action,  and 
to  embody  his  judicial  conclusion  in  his  judgment.  Not 
having  done  this  when  the  judgment  was  rendered,  he  could 
not  afterward  amend  in  this  respect. 

The  district  courts  have  no  power  to  amend  their  judg- 
ments, even  if  the  proceedings  of  the  13th  November  could 
be  regarded  as  an  attempt  to  amend.  They  can  do  nothing 
requiring  the  exercise  of  discretion.  Having  rendered  judg- 
ment, from  that  time  they  are  mere  ministerial  officers.  But 
even  if  the  power  to  amend  existed,  what  was  done  the  day 
following  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  was  of  no  avail  and 
void.  The  statute  prescribes  that  the  defendant  may  be 
arrested  and  imprisoned  in  certain  cases,  and  that  the  right 
to  arrest  shall  be  stated  in  the  judgment,  that  is,  shall  form 
a  part  thereof;  and  no  other  order  or  form  of  order  will 
satisfy  this  requirement,  Wlien  it  is  stated  in  the  judgment 
it  is  the  subject  of  review  on  appeal ;  and  it  is  the  only  way 
in  which  the  question  may  be  viewed  on  appeal.  It  was 
manifestly  intended  by  the  provision  to  secure  to  the  defend- 
ant the  right  of  appeal  from  an  adjudication  of  the  inferior 
court  involving  his  personal  liberty.  Cases  are  specified  in 
the  statute  where. the  defendant  is  subject  to  arrest  and 
imprisonment  (§  16),  and  if  it  be  a  case  where  the  defend- 
ant may  be  arrested,  the  execution  issued  by  the  clerk  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  may  direct  the  officer  to 
an*est  and  commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  until  he 
pay  the  judgment,  or  be  discharged  according  to  law.  (§  52.) 
This  execution  issues  of  course,  and  there  is  no  provision, 
as  in  the  non-imprisonment  act  of  1831,  *for  ascertaining 
by  proof  ex  parte  after  judgment,  whether  it  be  a  case 
for  an  execution  against  the  body ;  nor  was  any  necessary. 
It  was  not  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  justice  or  clerk,  from 
which  there  could  be  no  appeal,  to  determine  upon  an  ex 
parte  hearing  after  judgment,  whether  it  was  a  case,  iwder 
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the  statute,  in  which  an  execution  should  go  against  the 
body.  It  must  be  determined  by  the  judgment  rendered  in 
the  action  whether  it  be  such  a  case,  or  there  is  no  provision 
for  determining  it  at  all,  and  being  made  a  part  of  the 
judgment,  the  right  of  appeal«on  this  ground  is  secuted  to 
the  defendant. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  case  was  properly 
disposed  of  in  the  court  below.  Doughty  was  arrested  and 
detained  by  void  process,  and  no  action  can  be  maintained 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  as  sheriff,  for  suffering 
him  to  escape.  I  believe  the  proposition  to  be  universally 
true  that  whenever  the  process  by  which  one  is  arrested  is 
void,  no  action  can  be  supported  for  his  escape.  When  the 
process  is  void  the  creditor  has  no  just  ground  of  complaint 
that  the  person  of  his  debtor  is  not  holden  in  custody  by  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  ea.  sa.  by  virtue  of  which  Doughty  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  by  the  defendant  was  regular  on  its 
face,  and  therefore  a  protection  to  the  officer  for  so  arresting 
him.  {Hutchmson  v.  Brandy  9  N.  Y.,  208;  Savacool  v. 
BougMon^  5  Wend.,  170 ;  Chegaa^ay  v.  Jenhina^  5  N.  T.,  376 ; 
Noble  V.  HaUiday^  1  id.,  330;  WMer  v.  Gay,  24  Wend., 
485 ;  People  v.  Wa/rrm,  5  HUl,  440.) 

When,  however,  the  court  or  officer  has  not  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  or  subject-matter,  or  if  for  any  other  reason  the . 
process  is  not  irregular  merely,  but  void,  the  officer  is  not 
protected,  but  is  liable  to  such  damages  as  the  injured  party 
has  sustained  by  reason  of  the  arrest.  {Smith  v.  Shea^  12 
Johns.,  257;  Cable  v.  Cooper^  15  id.,  152.) 

The  process  in  this  case  is,  if  I  understand  the  respondent's 
counsel  correctly,  conceded  to  be  regular  on  its  face,  but  he 
insists  that  it  is  void,  because  the  statute,  section  50  of  chapter 
344  of  the  Laws  of  1857,  declares  "  that  when  a  judgment  is 
rendered  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to  arrest 
and  imprisonment  thereon,  it  must  be  so  stated  in  the  judg- 
ment and  entered  in  the  docket ;"  and  in  this  case  no  such 
entry  was  made  in  the  docket,  nor  did  such  statement  form 
at  any  time  a  part  of  the  judgment. 
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It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  the 
right  to  an  execution  against  the  body  depend  on  the  entry 
or  Don-entry  in  the  docket  of  the  fact  that  the  case  was  one 
in  which  an  execution  against  the  body  might  issue.  That 
process  is  given  by  a  genera^  law,  and  is  not  made  to  depend 
upon  any  condition  other  than  that  the  facts  make  a  case  in 
which  by  the  statute  an  execution  against  the  body  may  issue. 
The  right  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  a  judgment  is  rendered 
in  one  of  these  New  York  district  courts  in  a  case  in  which 
the  opposite  party  may  be  arrested,  on  an  execution  against 
the  body,  is  as  perfect  as  it  would  be  if  the  action  was  in  a 
court  of  record.  In  a  court  of  record  an  attorney  usually 
issues  the  execution,  aud  issues  it  against  the  body  of  the 
defeated  party,  at.  the  peril,  if  sued,  of  establishing  the  facts 
which  authorized  the  arrest. 

In  the  statute  under  consideration  it  is  not  said  that  the 
execution  against  the  body  shall  be  void  if  the  judgment  is 
not  entered  in  conformity  with  its  provisions.  The  language 
is  no  more  peremptory  in  reference  to  the  entries  in  the 
docket  than  are  the  provisions  of  the  Kevised  Statutes. 
(3  Rev.  Stat.,  6  ed.,  456,  §  174.)  That  section  provides  that 
every  justice  shall  keep  a  book,  in  which  he  shall  enter  fifteen 
different  matters,  and  amongst  others  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
aiul  the  judgment  rendered.  This  docket  is  made  evidence 
of  the  facts  required  to  be  entered  therein.  In  JSaU  v. 
Tuttl€  (6  Hill,  38),  this  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  was 
held  directory,  merely.  In  that  case  the  justice  had  omitted 
to  enter  judgment  on  a  verdict  in  his  docket  until  some  two 
or  three  days  after  it  was  rendered.  On  error,  the  judgment 
was  held  valid.  {Robhins  v.  Oarhamj  25  N.  Y.,  688; 
OBtrander  v.  WalteT^  2  HiU,  329.)  This  court,  in  Walrod  v. 
Shuler  (2  Comst.,  134),  affirmed  the  same  proposition.  In 
Pond  V.  Negus  (3  Mass.,  230),  the  assessors  of  a  school-dis- 
trict were  directed  by  statute  to  assess  the  district  tax  within 
thirty  days  after  the  clerk  had  certified  the  vote  raising  the 
tax.  It  was  held  the  statute  was  merely  directory,  as  there 
were  no  negative  words  in  limiting  the  power  to  make  the 
assessments    afterward.      The  same   reason  for  holding  a 
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statute  directory  was  assigned  in  The  People  v.  AUen.  (6 
Wend.,  486) ;  Ma/rchant  v.  IjmgwoHhy  (6  Hill,  646) ;  ex  parts 
Heath  (3  Hill,  43) ;  The  Peopfo  v.  HoUey  (12  Wend.,  481) ; 
Jaoksim  v.  T(mng  (5  Cowen,  269) ;  Striker  v.  KeUy  (Y  Hill, 
9) ;  The  PeopU  v.  Peck  (11  Wend.,  604) ;  Mohawk  and  Hud^ 
eon  Rail/road  Company  (19  id.,  143). 

Rbdjield,  Ch.  J.,  in  Hciland  v.  Osgood  (8  Vt.,  2Y6),  says  : 
"  If  the  justice  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  a 
statute  merely  directory  as  the  mode  of  proceeding  or  pre- 
serving his  records,  it  was  never  held  that  the  proceedings 
became  ipso  facto  void.  Statutes  directing  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding by  public  officers  have  always  been  treated  as 
advisory,  and  not  intended  to  invalidate  the  vitality  of  the 
proceedings  themselves  unless  expressly  so  declared. 

There  is  a  propriety  in  requiring  the  entry  in  the  judgment 
on  the  docket,  whether  the  case  is  one  on  which  an  execution 
against  the  body  may  issue.  The  act  of  1857,  cited  supra^ 
provides  for  the  appointment  of  a  clerk  to  each  of  the  district 
courts  created  by  that  act,  and  makes  it  the  duty  of  such 
clerk  to  keep  a  docket,  and  to  enter  therein  tlie  several 
matters  specified  in  the  statutes.  The  clerk  also  issues  the 
execution,  and  unless  he  has  some  means  of  being  informed 
whether  the  case  is  one  in  which  an  execution  may  go  against 
the  body,  he  would  be  incurring  great  risk  in  issuing,  as  well 
-as  in  refusing  to  issue,  such  process.  The  justice  holding  the 
court  is  the  only  person  from  whom  he  can  safely  receive 
directions,  and  to  prevent  mistakes  through  forgetftilness  or 
other  cause,  it  is  required  that  fact  shall  be  entered  in  the 
judgment.  The  requirement  is  obviously  for  the  benefit  and 
protection  of  the  clerk.  The  right  of  the  party  to  it  is  not 
dependent  on  the  entry,  and  this  provision  was  not  designed 
to  confer  or  qualify  such  right.  But  it  is  argued  that  it  is  a 
part  of  the  justice's  judicial  duty  to  determine  whether  the 
case  is  one  in  which  an  execution  against  the  body  may  issue, 
and  that  the  directions  to  which  reference  has  been  made 
hold  that  making  entries  in  a  docket  do  not  apply  to  these 
cases.    Those  cases  consider  the  statute  directory  because  the 
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act  is  ministerial ;  this  act  is  judicial,  and  is  not  therefore 
within  the  principle  of  those  cases. 

I  think  the  decision  of  the  question  is  a  judicial  act.  But 
I  do  not  think  that  the  statute  is  any  the  less  a  directory  one 
on  that  account.  The  form  of  the  execution  is  not  any  part 
of  the  merits  of  the  controversy  between  the  parties.  A 
decision  upon  it  is  the  decision  of  a  question  collateral  to  the 
merits  and  not  intended  to  aflfect  them,  but  is  for  the  protec- 
tion of  an  officer  of  the  court. 

It  seems  to  me  the  clerk  had  the  right  to  issue  an  execu- 
tion against  the  body  at  the  risk  of  proving,  in  an  action  for 
false  imprisonment,  that  the  case  was  one  in  which  such  an 
execution  might  issue. 

Had  the  statute  made  the  entry  in  the  judgment  that  "  the 
case  was  one  m  whdch  an  exeov/tion  a^amst  the  body  could 
issue  "  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  such  process,  no 
doubt  would  have  existed  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  ruling 
of  the  court  below.  But  the  law  imposes  no  such  condition, 
the  right  to  an  execution  against  the  body  in  an  action  for  the 
conversion  of  personal  property  is  as  perfect  in  one  of  the  dis- 
trict courts  as  it  is  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and  it  should 
not  be  deemed  to  be  taken  away  unless  by  an  express  enact- 
ment. 

It  is  said  that  although  the  action  against  Doughty  was 
trover,  yet  it  does  not  follow  that  an  unlawful  conversion* 
was  proved,  and  that  it  may  have  been  that  the  justice  ren- 
dered judgment  for  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  amount  named 
in  the  judgment,  and  that  the  fair  inference  from  the  facts 
is  that  the  justice  must  have  deemed  the  case  one  in  which 
an  execution  against  the  body  could  not  issue,  otherwise  he 
would  have  incorporated  in  the  judgment  the  decision  that 
such  an  execution  could  issue. 

The  sheriff  cannot  go  behind  the  judgment  and  inquire 
whether  the  proceedings  were  or  were  not  regular.  The 
judgment  concludes  him  as  well  as  the  defendant  against 
whom  it  is  rendered.  But  he  may  show,  when  sued  for  an 
escape,  that  the  defendant  named  in  the  process  was  not 
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liable  to  arrest.  (Phdjps  v.  Barton^  13  Wend.,  68 ;  Hay  v. 
JETogeboom,  11  Johns.,  433.) 

On  the  proof  in  this  case  the  appropriation  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  notes  was  fully  established.  The  notes  and 
their  proceeds  were  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the 
lien  of  Donghty,  for  some  $211.  They  were  for  a  much 
larger  sum  than  the  lien,  and  they  were  admitted  to  have 
been  fully  paid  to  Doughty.  A  demand  was  made  by  the 
plaintiff  of  the  balance  in  Doughty's  hands,  and  refused. 
The  question  is  whether  on  this  state  of  facts  a  case  was 
made  that  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  an  execution  against  the 
body? 

Doughty  had  a  right  to  receive  pay  on  the  notes,  and  on 
payment  to  surrender  them  to  tlie  parties  entitled.  There 
could  not  be  a  conversion  therefore  of  the  notes.  ( Weymouth 
V.  Bayer,  1  Vesey,  Jr.,  424 ;  Paley's  Agency,  Y9,  80,  and  cases 
cited.)  Nor  would  the  action  of  trover  lie  for  the  excess  of 
the  proceeds  after  paying  Doughty's  claim  thereon.  {Orion 
v.  Bvder,  5  B,  &  Aid.,  662.)  Trover  originally  lay  for 
the  recovery  of  property  lost  by  the  plaintiff  and  found  by  the 
defendant  and  converted  by  him  to  his  own  use.  After  a 
while  the  loss  and  finding  were  treated  as  mere  fictions,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the  unlawful 
taking  or  detention  of  personal  property  of  which  he  was 
owner,  or  to  the  possession  of  which  he  was  entitled.  To 
maintain  the  action,  therefore,  there  must  be  some  specific 
property  to  which  the  plaintiff  can  establish  a  present  right 
of  possession.  It  is  not  enough  that  there  is  some  property 
in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  to  which  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled, but  he  must  on  his  declaration  or  complaint  designate 
the  property,  so  that  it  can  be  ascertained  and  its  value  esti- 
mated. {Pettit  V.  Bouaer,  1  Miss.,  64.)  It  is  not  essential 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  able  to  describe  the  property  with 
much  particularity,  but  enough  must  be  alleged  to  distinguish 
it.  (1  Ohitty's  PI.,  363-365 ;  2  id.,  369,  370.)  When  the 
property  sued  for  is  bank-bills,  it  is  a  suflScient  description  to 
say  so  many  bills  of  a  bank,  naming  it,  of  such  and  such 
denominations.  (i?(W£>5v.-fi^7i^K,Lalor'sSupp't,407.)  Where 
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it  Ifl  coin  that  is  claimed,  it  may  be  described  by  saying  so 
many  dollars,  or  half  dollars,  in  a  k^,  box  or  other  package. 
(CSomyn's  Digest,  Title,  Action  on  the  Law  on  Trover,  C.) 

In  this  case  the  money  received  on  the  notes  is  not 
described  in  any  manner.  But  the  plaintiff  was  iiot  entitled 
to  any  particular  bills  or  number  of  coin.  Any  description 
of  money  which  could  be  used  in  payment  of  a  debt  would 
have  satisfied  plaintiff's  claim.  There  was,  therefore,  no 
specific  money  that  could  be  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  {Orion 
V.  Bxider  5  B.  &  Aid.,  652.)  Again,  it  was  received  by  the 
defendant  as  plaintiff's  agent,  and  he  was  bound  to  account 
for  it  as  so  much  money  had  and  received  to  plaintiff's  use. 
Assumpsit  and  not  trover  was  the  proper  form  of  action  in 
which  to  recover  the  money  held  by  Doughty. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  the  opinipn  that  Doughty  was  not 
liable  to  be  arrested,  and  that  the  sheriff  had  tibe  right  to  let 
him  go  at  large  and  was  not  liable  for  his  escape. 

The  judgment  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur  with  Wbioht,  J.,  except  Hogeboom,  J.,  who  did 
not  vote. 

Affirmed. 
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EuzABBTH  Ann  Wilokbns  and  others,  Executors  oi^  etc.,  of 
Jacob  Wickelhausen,  deceased,  Appellants,  v,  Jamss  S. 
WiLLBTT,  Administrator,  etc.,  of  James  0.  Willet,  deceased, 
Respondent. 

If  a  person  admitted  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail  limits  is  without  snch  limits  bj 
Tirtue  of  a  valid  legal  process  which  affords  jastifioation  to  the  officer  taking 
him  thence,  it  is  not  to  be  deemed  an  escape  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statuta 

When  a  person  confined  on  the  limits  of  a  Jail  within  this  State  is  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  warrant  of  the  speaker  of  the  house  of  representatives  to 
Washington  to  answer  for  a  contempt  in  not  appearing  before  a  oommittee 
of  the  house  when  duly  summoned,  it  is  not  an  escape  from  such  limits. 

To  constitute  an  escape  there  must  be  some  agency  of  the  prisoner,  or  some 
wrongful  act  by  a  third  person,  against  whom  the  law  gives  a  remedy. 

Johnson,  J.  John  D.  Williamson,  for  whose  alleged 
escape  this  action  was  brought,  wag  imprisoned  upon  an 
execution  duly  issued  against  his  person  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  had  secured  the  right  of  the  jail  liberties.  While 
thus  situated  he  was  served  with  a  subpoena  in  due  form  of 
law  to  attend  and  give  evidence  before  the  house  of  repre- 
sentatives of  the  United  States  congress,  or  a  committee 
thereof,  and  failing  to  appear  was  adjudged  guilty  of  a  con- 
tempt. A  warrant  in  the  customary  form  was  thereupon 
issued  and  delivered  to  the  sergeant-at-arms,  to  arrest  said 
Williamson  and  bring  him  before  the  said  house,  at  the  bar 
thereof,  to  answer  to  the  said  charge  of  contempt,  and  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

In  pursuance  of  this  warrant  the  sergeant-at-arms,  on 
the  2d  of  February,  1868,  arrested  said  Williamson  with- 
in the  jail  liberties,  and  took  him,  and  compelled  him 
to  go  to  Washington,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  war- 
rant and  before  the  bar  of  said  house.  He  was  detained 
upon  said  process  until  the  9th  of  the  same  month,  when  he 
returned  to  the  liberties  of  the  said  jail.  This  action  was 
commenced  against  the  sheriff  on  the  5th  of  February,  and 
before  the  return  of  said  prisoner. 
66 
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Was  this  an  escape  for  which  the  sheriff  was  liable  ? 

Our  statute  (2  R.  S.,  437,  §  63)  provides,  that  if  any 
prisoner  committed  to  any  jail  on  execution  in  a  civil  action, 
or  upon  an  attachment,  for  the  non-payment  of  costs,  shall 
go  or  be  at  large  without  the  boundaries  of  the  liberties  of 
such  jail  without  the  assent  of  the  party  at  whose  suit  such 
prisoner  was  committed,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  an  escape 
t>{  such  prisoner,  and  the  sheriff  having  charge  of  such  jail 
shall  be  answerable  therefor  to  such  party  for  the  debt, 
damages  or  sum  of  money  for  which  such  prisoner  was  com- 
mitted. This  section  contains  in  terms  no  exception  what- 
ever in  favor  of  any  cause  of  the  prisoner's  being  thus  at 
large.  His  going  or  being  at  large  without  the  boundaries 
of  the  liberties  "  shall  be  deemed  an  escape,"  and  the  sheriff 
shall  be  liable.  Such  is  the  plain  reading  of  the  section,  and, 
if  no  exceptions  are  to  be  implied,  but  the  language  is  to  be 
held  to  apply  to  any  and  every  going  or  being  thus  at  large, 
whether  voluntary  or  involuntary  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner 
or  the  sheriff,  this  action  must  be  regarded  as  well  brought 
and  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover,  without  reference  to  the 
question  of  the  authority  of  the  speaker's  warrant,  and  of 
the  officer  by  whom  the  prisoner  in  question  was  taken  with- 
out the  boimdaries  of  the  jail  liberties  in  this  case,  and  upon 
which  this  action  is  founded.  Section  61  of  the  same 
article  of  the  Seviscd  Statutes  provides  that  all  persons 
committed  to  any  jail  upon  any  process  for  contempt,  or  com- 
mitted for  misconduct,  in  the  cases  prescribed  by  law,  shall 
be  actually  confined  and  detained  within  the  jail  until  they 
shall  be  discharged  by  due  course  of  law.  It  then  provides 
that  if  any  sheriff  or  keeper  of  a  jail  shall  permit  or  suffer 
"<my  prisoner  so  co/nfrdUed^^  to  such  jail  to  go  or  be  at 
large  out  of  his  prison,  "  except  by  virtue  of  some  writ  of 
habeas  eorpvs  or  rule  of  court,  or  in  such  other  cases  as  may 
be  provided  by  law,"  shall  be  liable  to  the  party  aggrieved 
for  his  damages  sustained  thereby.  The  exception  here  pre- 
scribed does  not,  it  will  be  seen,  embrace  the  case  of  a  person 
committed,  as  was  the  prisoner  in  question,  upon  execution, 
and  duly  admitted  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail,  but  is  expressly 
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limited  to  the  case  of  "  prisoners  so  committed^^'^  i. «.,  upon 
process  for  contempts  or  for  misconduct.  But  although  the 
exception  specified  in  section  61  does  not  by  its  terms  or  inten- 
tion reach  the  case  of  the  prisoner  in  question,  it  furnishes, 
I  think,  an  unmistakable  key  to  the  true  reading  and  inter- 
pretation of  section  68,  and  shows  that  the  going  or  being 
without  the  h'berties  of  the  jail  provided  for  by  that  section, 
which  was  to  be  deemed  an  escape,  was  by  the  act,  and  upon 
the  volition  of  the  prisoner,  and  not  upon  the  compulsion 
of  judicial  process. 

The  object  plainly  was  not  to  favor  sheriffi  holding  prisoners 
of  this  class  committed  for  contempts  and  misconduct  in  refer- 
ence to  escapes,  but  to  place  them  upon  the  same  legal  foot- 
ing in  regard  to  escapes  from  the  jail  by  such  prisoners  as 
that  in  which  they  stood  in  respect  to  escapes  by  prisoners 
committed  on  execution  in  a  civil  action.  If  the  prisoner  is 
without  the  liberties  by  virtue  of  a  valid  legal  process,  which 
affords  a  complete  justification  to  the  officer  having  him  thus 
without,  in  charge,  it  is  not  deemed  an  escape,  and  no  action 
lies  against  the  sheriff.  The  general  rule  at  common  law 
seems  to  have  been,  that  nothing  but  the  act  of  God  or  the 
king's  enemies  would  excuse  the  sheriff  for  an  escape  from 
prison  by  a  prisoner  committed  on  execution.  This  was 
declared  to  be  the  rule  by  Lord  I40Ughbokough,  in  Alsept  v. 
Eyles  (2  H.  BL,  113). 

If  the  jail  took  fire,  and  the  prisoners  by  means  thereof 
escaped,  the  sheriff  was  excused  if  the  fire  was  the  act  of  God. 
(Bac.  Abr.,  Title,  Escape  in  Civil  Cases,  H.)  And  in  South- 
cote's  Case,  4  Co.,  84,  it  is  laid  down  as  the  rule  that  "  if 
traitors  break  a  prison,  it  shall  not  discharge  the  jailer ;  other- 
wise if  the  king's  enemies  of  another  kingdom ;  for  in  the  one 
case  he  may  have  his  remedy  and  recompense,  and  in  the 
other  case  not."  *  The  reason  here  given  why  the  jailer  should 
not  be  liable  in  case  the  prison  was  broken  by  the  king's 
enemies  of  another  kingdom,  shows  the  cogency  and  sound- 
ness of  the  exception  to  the  general  rule  of  the  common  law, 
which  I  regard  as  well  established  in  favor  of  sheriffs,  where 
the  prisoner  is  without  the  prison,  or  jail  liberties,  by  virtue 
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of  some  order  of  a  court  or  oflScer  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
or  of  some  legal  process  which  affords  a  justification  to  the 
officer  executing  it,  and  against  whom  the  sheriff  can  have 
no  "remedy  and  recompense."  It  has  long  been  settled, 
both  here  and  in  England,  that  taking  a  prisoner,  who 
was  imprisoned  on  execution  in  a  civil  suit,  away  from  the 
prison  or  the  jail  liberties  on  a  haheaa  corpus  ad  testifiGcm- 
dwm^  to  testify,  was  no  escape.  {Noble  v.  Smithy  6  Johns., 
Z&1 ;  Hassa/m  v.  Orvffim,^  18  id.,  48 ;  Watdes  v.  Marshy  5 
Cowen,  176 ;  Ma/rt/m  v.  Wood,  7  Wend.,  132 ;  3  Esp.  Cas., 
288 ;  8  Burr.,  1440 ;  4  East,  587.)  And  so  when  the  prisoner 
has  been  discharged  from  his  imprisonment,  by  the  order 
of  a  court  or  judicial  officer,  it  has  been  held  a  good  defense 
for  the  sheriff,  in  an  action  for  the  escape,  provided  the 
eourt  or  officer  making  the  order  had  jurisdiction  to  make 
it,  even  though  such  order  was  erroneously  made,  and 
might  be  avoided.  {CcmtiUon  v.  Grames,  8  Johns.,  369; 
Hwrt  T.  B'ij^ms^  20  Wend.,  236.)  Otherwise,  however, 
where  the  order  is  void  upon  its  fikje,  or  is  granted  by 
an  officer  who  has  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter.  {Bush 
V.  PaMbone^  4  Comst.,  300 ;  Cobb  v.  Cooper^  15  Johns., 
152.)  In  Fidd  v.  Jones  (9  East,  151),  the  prisoner  had 
signed  his  petition  for  the  benefit  of  the  day-rule,  but  left 
the  Eing's  Bench  prison  before  the  sitting  of  the  court 
on  the  day  on  which  the  rule  was  granted.  The  rule  was 
granted  in  his  favor  npon  the  sitting  of  the  court  on  that 
day,  but  not  until  after  the  action  for  the  escape  was  com- 
menced against  the  marshal.  But  the  rule  was  held  to 
cover  the  entire  day  when  granted  and  to  be  a  justification 
to  the  marshal  in  the  action.  It  is  clearly  enough  to  justify 
the  sheriff  to  show  that  the  absence  of  the  prisoner  is  in 
pursuance  of  lawful  authority. 

To  constitute  an  escape  there  must  be  sowe  agency  of  the 
prisoner  employed,  or  some  wrongful  act  by  another  against 
whom  the  law  gives  a  remedy.  (Allen  on  Sheriffi,  231; 
Boaster  v.  Tc^r,  4  Mass.,  361 ;  Oa/rgUl  v.  Taylor,  10  id., 
206.)  Wherever  the  principal,  by  the  act  of  God  or  of  the 
law,  is  taken  out  of  the  bail's  keeping,  as  it  were,  before  the 
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day  of  Burreader  and  without  fisitilt  in  the  bail  they  are  dis- 
chai^ed.  (5  Dane  Abr.,  290;  Way  v.  Wriffhty  6  Mete,  880; 
J^uUer  V.  DamSy  1  Gray,  612.)  And  it  has  been  held  that  a 
person  privileged  from  arrest,  may  leave  the  jail  without  ihe 
sheriff  being  liable  for  an  escape.  {JSay  v.  Hog^boom^  11 
Johns.,  433.)  And  so  where  he  has  been  released  by  act  of 
the  l^islature.  {Mason  v.  HcMe^  12  Whart,  370.)  These 
cases,  and  many  more  which  might  be  cited,  show  clearly, 
that  the  act  of  the  law,  as  well  as  the  act  of  God,  or  of  the 
public  enemies,  will  excuse  the  sheriff  in  an  action  for  an 
escape ;  and  that  absence  from  the  jail,  or  the  jail  liberties, 
by  such  means  or  from  such  causes,  by  the  prisoner,  are  not 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  statute,  and  are  not  the 
going  or  being  at  large,  referred  to  in  section  63. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  the  prisoner  in  this  case 
was  removed  from  the  jail  liberties  to  Washington  by 
authority  of  law  or  legal  process.  Tliis  authority  must,  I 
apprehend,  be  paramount  to  that  under  which  the  person  so 
removed  is  held,  in  order  to  justify  the  removal,  or,  at  all 
events,  of  such  a  nature  that  the  officer  or  person  effecting 
the  removal  oould  justify  under  it  in  case  of  an  action  brought 
against  him  by  the  sheriff  for  taking  his  prisoner  out  of  his 
custody.  Any  extended  examination  of  the  question  of  the 
general  power  of  the  house  of  representatives  of  the  United 
States  congress  to  subpoena  witnesses  to  tesrtify  before  it  or 
before  one  of  its  committees,  and  to  compel  their  attendance 
from  any  portion  of  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States, 
is  rendered  unnecessary  in  this  case  by  the  full  and  unre- 
served concession  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  of 
the  existence  of -such  a  power  in  that  body.  That  the  power 
exists  there  admits  of  no  doubt  whatever.  It  is  a  necessary 
incident  to  tiie  sovereign  power  of  making  laws ;  and  its 
exercise  is  often  ij^^dispensable  to  the  great  end  of  enlightened, 
judicious  and  wholesome  legislation.  The  power  is  rather 
judicial  in  its  nature,  but  in  a  legislative  body  exists  as  an 
auxiliary  to  the  legislative  power  only.  In  the  earlier  history 
of  the  country,  from  which  our  institutions  both  of  law  and 
legislation  are  principally  derived,  judicial  and  legislative 
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functions  existed  in  and  were  exercised  by  the  same  body. 
And  when  they  were  afterward  separated,  and  each  came  to 
be  exercised  by  a  separate  tribunal  or  body,  the  legislative 
body  necessarily  retained  a  sufficient  amount  of  the  judi- 
cial power  to  enable  it  to  inv^estigate  ftiUy  and  to  comprehend 
thoroughly,  any  and  every  subject  upon  which  the  body  pro- 
posed to  act  in  its  legislative  capacity.  This  included  the 
power  to  subpoena  witnesses  to  give  evidence,  to  compel  them 
to  attend  and  testify,  and  to  punish  for  disobedience  and  con- 
tempt in  refusing  to  attend,  or  in  refusing  to  testify  upon 
attendance.  The  power  to  punish  for  disobedience  and  con- 
tempt is  a  necessary  incident  to  the  power  to  require  and 
compel  attendance.  This  is  not  denied  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel.  He  contends,  however,  that  the  only  way  in  which 
the  attendance  of  Williamson  before  the  house  of  repre- 
sentatives could  have  been  lawfully  enforced  and  secured  was 
by  habeas  corpus^  to  testify,  or  to  answer  for  the  contempt. 
This  is  unquestionably  the  mode  provided  by  law,  where  a 
witness  imprisoned  on  civil  execution  is  required  to  give 
evidence  before  a  court  or  to  answer  there  for  a  contempt. 
Our  statute  (2  H.  8.,  559,  sections  1  to  5,  inclusive)  provides 
for  such  cases,  where  the  person  is  brought  up  on  such  pro- 
cess, either  to  testify  or  to  answer  for  a  contempt.  The 
prisoner  is  to  be  remanded  after  having  testified,  and  if  any 
order  of  commitment  is  made  against  him  it  must  be  to  the 
prison  from  which  he  was  taken.  {The  People  v.  Rogers,  2 
Paige,  103.) 

The  statute,  boWever,  only  relates  to  actions  and  proceed- 
ings in  courts,  and  not  to  proceedings  before  legislative 
bodies.  In  regard  to  those  bodies,  if  theii*  practice  is  not 
regulated  by  any  statute,  they  are  to  proceed  according  to 
their  customary  rules  and  practice.  It  is  not  denied  in  this 
case,  that  Williamson,  the  prisoner,  was  taken  before  the 
house  of  representatives  on  the  occasion  in  question,  upon 
the  regular  and  customary  process  used  by  that  body  to  bring 
prisoners  to  its  bar  who  had  refused  to  obey  the  subpcena  to 
appear  and  testify,  and  had  been  adjudged  in  contempt,  for 
which  they  are  required  to  answer.      The  warrant  issued 
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gave  the  sergeant-at-arms  the  right  to  take  the  person  of 
Williamson  into  his  custody,  and  convey  him  to  Washing- 
ton, to  answer  and  purge  his  contempt  if  he  could.  It 
cannot  be  denied,  I  think,  that  while  he  was  thus  in  the 
custody  of  the  sergeant-at-arms,  under  this  warrant,  and 
while  he  was  before  the  house,  until  his  discharge,  he  was 
in  the  custody  of  the  law.  The  question  then  arises,  whether 
he  was  at  large  during  this  time  within  the  meaning  and 
intention  of  the  statute,  so  as  to  constitute  an  escape.  I  am 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  he  was  not.  He  was  without  the 
jail,  and  the  jail  liberties,  it  is  true,  but  he  was  still  in 
the  custody  of  the  law,  and  was  absent  for  a  cause  or  pur- 
pose for  which  the  policy  of  the  law  allows  prisoners  to  be 
absent  temporarily,  provided  they  are  still  in  the  custody  of 
the  law.  It  was  no  more  an  escape  than  it  would  have  been 
had  the  prisoner  been  without  the  liberties  on  Jicbbeas  corpus. 
The  law  allows  a  creditor,  in  certain  cases,  to  confine  the 
person  of  his  debtor  within  the  jail,  or  the  jail  liberties,  in 
order  to  coerce  him  into  paying  the  debts.  But  it  does  not 
allow  him  to  continue  that  confinement  at  the  particular 
place  to  the  obstruction  of  the  due  course  of  justice  in  other 
cases.  He  may  be  taken  to  other  places  to  give  evidence, 
or  to  answer  for  his  contempt,  and  so  long  as  he  is  kept  for 
this  purpose  by  judicial  process,  and  is  not  given  his  liberty 
to  go  as  he  will,  it  is  no  escape.  The  prisoner  in  question 
was  taken  to  Washington  for  a  legitimate  object.  He  must 
be  deemed  to  have  been  a  material  witness  before  the  house 
of  representatives,  and  that  body  had  power  to  compel  his 
attendance,  and  to  punish  him  as  for  a  contempt,  in  case  of 
his  neglect  or  refusal  to  attend  and  testify.  They  had  juris- 
diction in  the  premises,  and  issued  their  customary  warrant. 
The  prisoner  was  arrested  and  taken  away  and  detained 
under  it.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  concedes  that  the  prisoner 
might  have  been  lawfully  taken  on  a  hdbem  corpus^  but 
insists  that  inasmuch  as  he  was  taken  on  a  different  process, 
though  for  a  legitimate  purpose,  he  was  unlawfiiUy  without 
the  limits  as  respects  the  plaintiff.  But  it  is  clear  that  the 
prisoner  himself  could  not  resist  the  sergeant-at-arms  with 
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his  warrant.  He  was  obliged  to  go  in  the  cufitody  of  that 
officer.  True,  he  might  purge  or  excuse  the  alleged  con- 
tempt by  showing  that  he  was  imprisoned,  and  could  not 
obey  the  subpoena,  and  by  giving  his  testimony  according  to 
the  requirements  of  the  first  process,  but  he  could  not  refuse 
to  attend  according  to  the  exigency  of  the  warrant.  Nor  do 
I  think  the  sheriff  could  have  resisted  the  taking.  The 
prisoner  was  out  upon  the  liberties,  upon  bail,  and  not  other- 
wise in  the  sheriff's  custody.  And  suppose  the  sheriff  had 
sued  the  sergeant-at-arms  for  taking  the  prisoner  from  the 
jail  liberties,  I  do  not  see  how  he  could  have  recovered. 
That  officer  could,  I  assume,  have  justified  under  his  pro* 
cess.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  it  was  fair  on  its  face,  and 
was  issued  by  a  body  having  jurisdiction,  and  for  a  lawAil 
object,  even  against  one  imprisoned. 

It  seems  to  me  clear,  therefore,  that.  Williamson,  the  pris- 
oner, was  taken  by  authority  of  law,  and  in  a  manner  which 
gave  the  sheriff  no  remedy  or  recompense  against  the  officer 
taking  him.  It  is  of  no  consequence,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that 
the  warrant  was  not  in  the  form  of  a  writ  of  habeas  carpus. 
That  is  strictly  a  judicial  writ.  It  is  not  a  process  which 
the  body  requiring  the  testimony  of  the  witness  could  issue. 
Its  process  is  the  subpoena  and  the  warrant,  which  w^e 
issued.  It  issued  the  only  process  it  had  or  could  issue.  The 
house  might  perhaps  in  some  form  have  applied  to  some 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  if  one  could  be  found,  for  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpvs^  to  bring  the  witness  before  it  to  testify 
or  to  answer  for  a  contempt,  though  I  think,  under  our 
complex  system,  some  serious  difficulties  might  have  been 
found  in  the  way  of  obtaining  any  such  process.  That  seems 
to  be  the  practice  in  England,  where  persons  imprisoned  on 
civil  process  are  required  as  witnesses  to  testify  before  the 
house  of  commons  or  its  committees.  But  there  it  seems 
to  be  mere  matter  of  practice,  2Amthe  maUer  of  Sm*  JEdwcard 
Price^  a  prisoner  (4  East,  687)  who  was  confined  in  Hchester 
jail  by  virtue  of  a  commitment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
for  non-payment  of  a  fine  imposed  as  part  of  the  judgment 
in  a  case  of  assault  and  battery.    The  prisoner  was  a  material 
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witness  upon  a  question  before  the  house  of  commons,  and 
the  speaker  had  issued  his  warrant  to  bring  up  the  witness 
by  the  day  appointed.  But  in  order  to  obviate  any  difficulty 
which  the  jailer  might  make  to  suffer  the  prisoner  to  go  out 
of  confinement  without  the  authority  of  the  court,  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  court  for  a  habeas  corpus  ad  testifieamr 
dvmi^  to  bring  up  the  prisoner  before  the  committee  of  the 
house.  The  court  at  first  entertained  doubts  of  the  propriety 
of  such  an  application,  of  which  they  did  not  recollect  any 
precedent,  but,  after  some  hesitation,  granted  the  rule  to  show 
cause,  and  afterward,  upon  the  applicant  undertaking  to  be 
at  the  expense  of  bringing  the  witness  up  and  returning  him 
to  custody,  made  the  rule  absolute. 

This  is  understood  to  be  the  practice  now  in  Great  Britain, 
in  cases  where  witnesses  are  required  before  either  house  of 
parliament  who  are  imprisoned.  But  the  application  in  that 
case  seems  to  have  been  made  for  more  abundant  caution  and 
to  avoid  all  difficulty  with  the  jailer,  and  not  for  want  of 
power  in  the  house  of  commons  to  bring  the  witness  up 
under  its  warrant.  It  is  obvious  that  there  is  far  less  diffi- 
culty in  such  a  practice  in  England  than  in  this  country  with 
its  national  and  State  legislatures  and  courts  exercising 
separate  and  distinct  jurisdictions.  No  such  practice  has 
ever,  that  I  am  aware  of,  been  adopted  in  this  country,  and  I 
do  not  regard  it  as  a  vital  question  in  thcf  case.  If  it  is  a 
mere  question  of  practice,  as  I  think  it  is,  it  in  no  respect 
affects  the  jurisdiction  of  the  house  of  representatives.  If 
that  body  had  the  right  to  have  the  prisoner  before  it  tempo- 
rarily for  such  a  purpose,  that  is  enough,  and  the  mere  form 
of  the  process  upon  which  he  was  taken  is  not  material,  pro- 
vided the  object  appeared  substantially  upon  its  face  and  it 
wa«  issued  by  competent  authority.  (  WaMe8  v.  Marshy  supra.) 

In  the  view  I  take  of  this  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  congress  of  the  United  States  possesses  certain 
powers  superior  to  State  laws,  by  which  it  can  override  such 
laws,  or  deprive  creditors  of  rights  secured  by  them ;  I  do  not 
suppose  that  congress  has  any  such  right,  which  it  can  exer- 
cise arbitrarily  or  capriciously,  or  in  any  way,  except  in  the 
6.7 
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exercise  of  some  power  expressly  granted  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  or  of  some  power  which  belongs,  as  a 
necessary  incident,  to  a  clearly  granted  power.  It  is  enough, 
however,  for  this  case,  to  hold  that  either  house  of  congress 
lias,  at  least,  as  much  right  to  have  an  imprisoned  witness 
before  it,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evidence  when  deemed 
necessary,  as  any  party  can  have  in  an  action  in  a  court  of 
justice,  and  that  creditors  hold  their  imprisoned  debtors  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  temporary  removal,  for  the  purpose  of 
testifying  in  the  one  case  as  much  as  in  the  other.  I  do  not 
think  a  witness  thus  in  execution  could  be  allowed,  on  a 
mere  subpoena,  to  leave  the  jail,  or  the  jail  liberties,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  evidence  at  some  other  place,  without  ren- 
dering the  sheriff  liable  for  any  escape,  for  the  plain  reason 
that  a  witness  out  in  pursuance  of  such  a  process  would 
clearly  be  at  large,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  not 
being  in  the  custody  of  any  oflScer,  or  of  the  law.  The  sub- 
poena does  not  authorize  any  one  to  take  the  witness  into 
custody,  or  to  detain  him  for  any  purpose,  and,  of  course,  he 
would  be  at  large  without  restraint.  But  not  so  when  taken 
upon  a  habeas  corpus  to  testify,  or,  by  virtue  of  an  attach- 
ment or  a  warrant,  to  answer  for  an  alleged  contempt.  He 
is  in  the  custody  of  the  law  when  held  for  such  a  purpose 
until  regularly  discharged,  and  is  not  at  large  in  that  sense 
which  is  necessajy  to  constitute  an  escape.  Here  the  action 
was  commenced  while  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  under  the 
speaker's  warrant,  and  several  days  before  he  was  discharged. 
Neither  the  sheriff  nor  his  bail  could  have  retaken  him 
while  thus  held  in  custody,  and  the  sheriff,  most  clearly,  was 
in  no  respect  to  blame  for  the  prisoner's  absence  from  the 
jail  liberties.     He  could  not  help  it. 

The  action  was  therefore  commenced  before  there  was  any 
escape,  and  while  the  prisoner  was  in  the  custody  of  the  law, 
for  a  perfectly  legitimate  purpose.  Having  been  commenced 
before  any  cause  of  action  had  accrued,  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained.  It  is  in  no  respect  material  to  the  case  whether 
Williamson,  the  prisoner,  had  been  guilty  of  a  contempt,  or, 
in  other  words,  whether  he  had  a  valid  excuse  for  not  obeying 
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the  mandate  of  the  subpoena.  It  is  enough  that  he  was 
charged  with  a  contempt,  and  was  taken  into  the  custody  of 
the  officer  of  the  body  making  the  charge,  on  a  regular  pro- 
cess, which  compelled  him  to  appear  and  answer  the  charge. 
The  judgment  of  the  house  on  the  question  of  contempt  can- 
not be  examined  or  reviewed  here.  It  does  not  distinctly 
appear  from  the  facts  found  when  Williamson  was  released 
from  the  custody  of  the  sergeant-at-arms,  whether  at  Wash- 
ington, or  in  New  York,  nor  is  it  material,  as  the  fact  is 
found,  that  he  was  not  released  until  the  9th  of  February, 
four  days  after  the  action  had  been  commenced.  It  appears 
that  Williamson  did,  in  fact,  as  soon  as  he  was  released, 
return  to  the  liberties  of  said  jail.  The  question  whether 
the  release  of  Williamson  at  Washington  and  his  voluntary 
return  without  restraint  or  compulsion  to  New  York  would 
have  constituted  an  escape,  is  not  presented  by  the  facts 
found,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  pass  upon  it.  An  escape  after 
the  action  was  commenced  would  not  save  it  if  there  was  no 
cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  its  commencement.  I  am  of 
the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  is  right  and  should 
be  affirmed. 

All  concur, 

Judgment  affirmed. 


SsTHOUB  V,  Cowing.  [Sept., 
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Op  a  trial  bef(»e  a  jury  wbere  the  oQurt  directs  a  verdict  for  t^ie  defendant,  if 
t]iere  is  any  question  for  the  Jury  the  party  should  request  the  court  to  sub- 
xnU  the  same;  if  no  such  request  is  made  the  questioii  cannot  be  considered 
on  review. 

lustrpments  not  under  seal  may  he  delivered  to  the  par^  to  whom,  upon  their 
face,  they  are  made  payable,  or  who,  by  their  terms,  is  entitled  to  some  inter- 
est or  benefit  under  them,  upon  a  condition,  the  performance  of  which  is 
neoefsary  in  order  to  peiftct  the  title  of  the  holder  to  enforce  the  contraat 

AmcAL  from  an  order  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Bnfialo 
getting  aside  a  verdict  rendered  at  the  trial  of  the  same 
court  in  favc^  of  the  plaintifib,  against  the  defendants,  Cowing 
and  Bnell,  and  ordering  a  new  trial,  with  costs. 

The  action  was  brought  on  two  promissory,  notes,  made  by 
the  defendant,  Cowing,  payable  to  the  order  of  Benson,  and 
indorsed  by  him,  and  by  Bndl  and  Willard,  partn^s  in  bnsi^ 
nees  at  Boflalo,  payable  at  the  Bank  of  Attica,  the  one  at 
fifteen  months,  for  $886.72,  the  other  for  the  same  amonnt, 
at  eighteen  months  from  the  date,  and  both  dated  the  27th 
October,  1856. 

All  the  defendants  except  Benson  answered;  and  the 
defenses  were :  First,  a  denial  of  all  the  material  allegations 
of  the  complaint.  Second,  that  said  notes  were  made  and 
indorsed  without  Consideration  for  the  accommodation  of 
Benson,  for  the  soIq  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  stock  his  grist- 
mill, and  with  the  agreement  that  the  said  notes,  together 
with  two  other  notes  made  at  the  same  time,  and  for  the 
same  amount,  and  payable  the  one  at  nine  months,  the  other 
at  twelve  months,  should  not  be  put  into  the  market  to  be 
sold  or  otherwise  negotiated  at  usury.  In  violation  of  such 
agreement  the  said  notes  were  transferred  by  Benson  to  the 
plaintiffs  upon  a  usurious  agreement,  and  the  proceeds 
applied  in  payment  of  his  (Benson's)  debts,  and  not  in  stock- 
ing his  grist-mill.  All  of  which  matters  were  known  to  the 
plaintiffi.    Third,  that  said  notes  were  usurious  and  void. 
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On  the  trlftl  thd  plaintiffi  prored  the  making  and  indo^ing 
of  the  notes,  demand,  piroteftt  and  ftotfce  to  the  IndorserB, 
aadreit^. 

The  defendants  proved  that  the  said  notes  weirei  discounted 
by  the  plainti&  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  cent  per  annum. 
That  Buell  &  Willard  were  partners  in  trade  at  Buffalo,  and 
that  Buell,  one  of  said  firm,  solely  for  the  accommodaticm  of 
said  Benson,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  said 
Willard)  and  outside  the  scope  of  the  pafttierdhip  articles, 
indorsed  said  notes  in  the  name  of  said  firm,  and  of  these 
facts  the  plaintiffs  had  notice.  On  the  20th  Oetdber,  1866, 
and  before  the  said  notes  were  made,  Benson  had  applied  to 
Cowing  to  borrow  his  note  for  about  $4^000,  which  Oowing 
declined  to  lend  That  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  said  notes 
Benson  again  called  on  Cowing,  and  told  him  he  could  not 
get  along  without  his  paper,  and  requested  him  to  make  some 
notesy  and  prc^)osed  to  l^ave  With  Coining  his  (Benson's)  notes, 
corresponding  with  those  Cowing  should  let  him  (Benson) 
have,  as  memoranda  of  the  transaction.  Cowing  told  him  he 
might  do  as  he  pleased  about  leaving  his  (Benson's)  notes ; 
tiiat  if  he  left  them  he  should  hold  th^n  as  memoranda  and 
would  put  them  In  his  dafe;  that  all  he  wanted  was  that  he 
(Benson)  should  take  up  his  (Cowing's)  notetl  at  mattiritf • 
That  thereupon  the  four  notes  above  described  were  made  by 
Cowing.  Thereupon  Benson  made  four  notes  corresponding 
in  amount  and  time  and  place  of  payment  with  those  made 
by  Cowing,  and  delivered  them  to  Cowing,  who  put  them  in 
his  safe,  but  has  made  no  use  of  them.  Cowing,  although  he 
keeps  a  bill-book,  did  not  enter'  these  notes  in  it. 

The  evidence  bdng  closed,  the  cotirt  directed  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  de£^ddnt  Willard,  and  against  the  defendant 
Cowing,  for  the  amiount  of  daid  nOte^  and  interest ;  against 
the  defendant  Buell,  for  the  amount  paid  by  the  plaintiff 
to  Benson,  and  interest.  The  defendants.  Cowing  and  Buell, 
separately  excepted  to  the  direction  of  the  court. 

The  court  ordered  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  in  the  first 
instance^  at  the  General  Term,  and  judgment  in  the  mean 
time  suspended. 
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The  General  Term  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  ordered  a 
new  trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

The  defendants  Cowing  and  Buell  appeal  to  this  conrt 
from  the  said  order. 

M,  A.  Whitney,  for  the  appellants. 
Hermj  W.  Rogers,  for  the  respondents. 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  only  question  on  the  trial,  and  the  only 
one  before  us  for  decision,  is  whether  Cowing  received  the 
notes  of  Benson  in  exchange  for  the  four  notes  delivered  by 
him  to  Benson.  If  he  did,  the  direction  at  the  trial  was 
right.  K  he  did  not — ^if  they  were  received  merely  as  memo- 
randa of  the  date,  amount  and  times  of  payment  of  the  notes 
delivered  by  Cowing,  then  there  was  no  exchange,  and  con* 
sequently  no  consideration  for  the  notes  in  suit. 

There  was  no  conflicting  evidence  in  regard  to  the  arrange- 
ment concerning  the  notes,  and  the  court  was  right,  therefore, 
in  ordering  a  verdict. 

If  the  arrangement  proved  was  susceptible  of  two  con- 
structions, it  was  for  the  court  to  construe  it  so  as  to  give 
effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  K  there  was  any 
question  for  the  jury,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  parties  to  ask 
that  the  case  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  No  such  request  was 
made ;  they  acquiesced  in  the  action  of  the  court,  and  they 
cannot  now  be  heard  to  allege  that  there  was  any  question 
withheld  from  the  jury  which  should  have  been  submitted  to 
them. 

We  must. treat  the  question  as  one  of  law,  and  that 
question  is  whether,  on  the  facts  proved,  the  agreement  was 
one  of  exchange  of  notes,  or  whether  it  was  a  loan  of  the 
notes  of  Cowing,  and  Benson's  were  left  as  memoranda 
merely. 

Before  the  notes  in  question  were  made,  Benson  applied  to 
Cowing  to  borrow  his  notes  for  some  $4,000,  which  Cowing 
refused  to  lend.  The  application  was  again  renewed  on  the 
day  the  notes  of  Cowing  were  made,  and  Benson  proposed  to 
leave  his  notes  with  Cowing  as  memoranda  of  the  transaction. 
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CowiDg  told  him  he  might  do  as  he  pleased ;  all  he  wanted 
was  that  Benson  should  take  up  his  (Cowing's)  notes  at  ma- 
turity, and  Benson's  notes  were  not  used  by  Cowing. 

It  is  thus  shown  that  an  exchange  was  distinctly  proposed 
by  Benson  and  refused.  There  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  to 
show  that  Cowing  changed  his  mind.  Indeed,  no  request  was 
afterward  made  to  him  to  exchange.  The  subsequent  applica- 
tion, and  the  one  in  pursuance  of  which  the  notes  of  Cowing 
were  made  and  delivered,  was  that  Cowing  should  make  his 
notes,  and  he  (Benson)  would  deliver  his  as  memoranda. 

If,  notwithstanding  this  arrangement,  Cowing  had,  never- 
theless, treated  Benson's  notes  as  operative  securities,  the 
judge  might  have  found  a  change  of  purpose  on  the  part 
of  Cowing,  or  have  implied  a  new  agreement  from  the  acts  of 
the  parties.  But  there  is  no  act  to  justify  any  such  infer- 
ence, and  any  finding  of  fact,  or  any  construction  of  the 
agreement  by  which  an  exchange  of  notes  is  imputed  to 
the  parties,  is  utterly  without  foundation  in  law  or  in  fact. 
'  It  was  competent  for  the  parties  to  agree  that  the  notes 
of  Benson  should  be  left  with  and  be  held  by  Cowing  as 
memoranda  merely.  A  deed,  if  delivered  to  the  grantee  or 
person  entitled  to  take  under,  becomes  at  once  absolute, 
whatever  the  intention  of  the  parties  may  be.  {Arnold  v. 
Patneh,  6  Paige,  310 ;  TFb/raK  v.  Munn,  5  K  Y.,  229.) 
But  instruments  not  under  seal  may  be  delivered  to  the 
party  to  whom  upon  their  face  they  are  made  payable,  or  who 
is  by  their  terms  entitled  to  some  interest  or  benefit  under 
them,  upon  a  condition  the  performance  of  which  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  holder  to  enforce 
the  contract.  (Edwards  on  Bills,  186 ;  MUler  v.  OomMe^  4 
Barb.,  146.) 

Our  reports  are  filled  with  cases  in  which,  the  delivery  of 
notes  and  other  obligations  to  the  payee  or  obligee  being 
shown  to  be  conditional,  the  title  of  the  holder  was  defeated. 

It  is  said  that  the  evidence  that  the  notes  of  Benson  were 
left  as  memoranda  merely  was  incompetent  because  it  con- 
tradicted the  contract,  making  it  inoperative,  when  by  its 
terms  it  was  an  absolute  engagement  to  pay. 
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The  abjection  begs  the  qnefttion.  Before  the  nde  eon* 
tended  for  can  apply^  it  mnst  appear  that  the  contract  was  a 
valid  agreem^it  in  the  hands  of  Cowing.  Had  it  been  shown 
that  the  delivery  was  absolute^  or  had  there  been  no  evidence 
to  show  it  conditional,  the  presumption  of  law  would  have 
been  that  the  deUyery  was  absolute,  and  in  that  case  evidence 
could  not  be  givem  that  it  was  agreed  between  the'^parties 
differently  from  the  terms  oi  the  contractw  But  until  delivery 
the  contract  is  wholly  inoperative,  and  if  it  be  shown  that 
the  instrument  was  delivered  to  take  effect  only  on  the  per- 
formance of  some  condition^  or  on  the  happening  of  some 
future  ev^it,  the  contract  is  not  operative  and  binding  until 
the  condition  is  performed  or  event  has  occurred. 

Such  evid^ice  does  not  alter  or  vary  the  contract,  when  it 
takes'  effect  it  speaks  for  itself,  but  it  prevents  a  delivery, 
which  unqualifiedly  would  give  instant  effect  to  the  agreement, 
firom  having  any  other  or  greater  effect  llian  is  contemplated 
by  the  parties^ 

If  the  question  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  contract  could  be 
treated  as  one  of  &ct  and  not  of  law,  the  judgm^it  oi  the 
General  Term  miust  nevertheless  be  affirmed.  That  court  has 
power  to  review  the  findings  of  fad  of  the  judge  at  the 
circuit,  and  this  court  in  reviewing  the  judg^nent  can  only 
look  into  the  case,  in  order  to  see  whether  th^e  is  any  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  findings  oi  the  General  Term.  If  there 
is,  we  must  affirm' the  judgment.  If  there  is  none^  it  is  our 
duty  to  reverse  it. 

The  evidence  fully  justifies  the  action  of  the  General  Term 
in  setting  aside  the  verdict.  If  I  am  right  in  eitherof  the 
foregoing  positions,  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  notes 
of  Cowing,  and  a  recovery  thereon  by  the  plaintiff  cannot 
be  sustained. 

I  discover  no  ambiguity  in  the  language  of  the  cdse  where 
it  says  the  notes  were  left  with  Cowing  as  memoranda.  The 
word  explains  itseH  Memoranda  is  defined  by  Wd)0ter  to  be 
^^  nates  ta  hdp  the  memary.'^^  This  is  a  v^y  different  purpose 
from  that  q£  being  valid  contracts  to  pay  money. 
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The  agreement  of  the  partieB  can  hftve  \mi  one  interpretar 
tion,  and  that  is,  that  the  notes  of  Benson  were  not  delivered 
as  binding  obligations  to  Cowii^.  The  note^  Of  Cowing 
wete,  therefore,  without  consideratioii  and  void.  The  verdict 
was  wi*ong.  The  order  of  the  General  Term,  setting  it  aside 
and  granting  a  new  trial,  was  light^  and  riionld  be  affirmed ; 
and,  under  the  stipulation  of  the  defendants,  judgment 
absolute  shonld  be  ardei^  against  them^  VTith  costs. 

Dbmio^  Oh.  J.  The  notes  in  qnestiom  having  been  nego* 
tiated  to  the  plaintiff  at  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  that 
allowed  bj  lawy  the  question  was^  whether  they  were  ope* 
rative  paper  in  the  hands  of  Benson,  the  paijee,  who 
negotid*ted  them  at  that  time.  If  they  were,  he  had  a  right 
to  dispose  of  them  at  a  discount ;  but  if  they  had  their  legal 
inception  only  at  the  time  of  such  transfer^  they  were  infected 
with  usury. 

The  plaintiffs  claim  that  Oowing,  the  makear,  received  value 
at  the  time  of  signing  them  by  taking  the  notes  of  Benson, 
the  payee,  for  equal  amounts,  and  having  the  same  time  to 
mature ;  and  they  seek  to  Kpplj  to  the  case  the  principle  of 
CM  V.  Titus  (10  K  Y.,  198).  But  it  was  shown  by  parol 
evidence  that  Oowing  became  the  mi^eor  of  the  notoit  simply 
for  tiie  aeeommodation  of  Benson,  and  did  not  consent  to 
receive  the  notes  of  the  latter  by  way  of  exchange  for  those 
signed  by  him.  It  was  proved  that  when  Benson  offered  to 
leave  his  notes  Cowing  said  he  might  do  as  he  pleased  about 
it ;  but  if  he  did  leave  them,  he  would  hold  them  as  memo- 
randa of  the  transaction,  and  would  put  them  in  his  safe ; 
and  that  all  he  wanted  was,  that  Benson  should  take  up  his 
(Cowing's)  notes  at  maturity.  This  proof,  if  legal,  showed 
that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  notes  sued  on  until 
they  were  negotiated  to  the  plaintiffi.  The  single  question, 
therefore,  is — ^if  that  can  be  said  to  be  a  question — ^whether 
the  defendants  were  entitled  to  establish  the  circumstance 
stated  by  parol  evidence.  The  plaintiffs  insist  that  the  fact 
of  the  exchange  of  the  notes,  and  the  constituting  one  set  the 
consideration  of  the  other,  existed  in  writing.  But  that  is  a 
68 
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mistake.  The  only  writings  were  the  notes  of  the  respective 
parties.  The  fact  alleged  of  their  connection  with  each 
other,  and  that  one  set  was  the  consideration  of  the  other, 
was  not  shown  by  any  writing.  To  be  sure,  each  party  had 
the  notes  of  the  other,  and  all  the  notes  were  presumed  to 
have  been  given  for  value ;  but  that  proves  nothing  to  the 
purpose.  Without  parol  proof,  each  note  would  be  taken  to 
have  been  given  upon  a  separate  and  independent  considera- 
tion. It  may  be  that  they  ought  to  be  read  together,  being 
between  the  same  parties,  and  signed  at  the  same  time ;  but 
no  method  of  reading  them  would  have  shown  anything  as  to 
their  relation  to  each  other,  or  have  shown  that  one  was  the 
consideration  of  the  other.  To  establish  that  fact  the  plain- 
tiffi  would  themselves  have  to  resort  to  the  parol  evidence. 
That  evidence,  when  produced,  completely  negatived  the  idea 
of  an  exchange  of  notes.  Benson's  notes  were  not  negotiated 
to  Cowing,  but  were  given  to  him  to  be  kept  as  memo* 
randa;  and  the  consideration  expressed  on  their  face  was 
disproved. 

It  follows  that  the  defense  of  usury  was  fully  made  out, 
and  that  the  judge  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  and  judgment 
final  be  given  for  the  defendants,  pursuant  to  the  stipulation. 

All  concur, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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William  Fish  v.  Isaao  JAa)B80Hir. 

A  check  on  a  bank  imports  a  consideration ;  and  the  onus  is  on  tlie  party  giving 

it,  if  there  was  none. 
The  party  to  whom  the  check  is  given  is  the  proper  party  to  bring  the  action 

thereon. 

Appeal  jfrom  judgment  of  Superior  Court  of  New  York. 
The  action  was  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  draft  or  check, 

drawn  by  defendant,  as  follows : 

• 

•  ''  New  York,  March  16,  1859. 

"L.  S.  Lawrence  &  Co.,  bankers,  pay  to  Mr.  William 
Fish,  or  order,  3,000  25-100  dollars.    $3,000  25-100. 

"ISAAO  JACOBSOHN." 

Which  check,  the  complaint  averred  was  drawn  by  the 
defendant  at  the  city  of  New  Orleans  on  the  16th  March, 
1859,  and  delivered  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  the  payee  named 
therein,  in  settlement  of  a  balance  of  account  due  by  Bernard 
Ulman,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  for  whom  the  defendant 
acted  as  agent,  to  Benjamin  Lumley,  of  the  city  of  London, 
for  whom  the  plaintiff  acted  as  agent,  in  the  settlement  of 
said  account.  That  the  check  was  indorsed  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  on  the  24:th  March,  1859,  presented  to  L.  S.  Lawrence 
&  Co.,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  for  payment,  and  payment 
thereof  demanded,  which  was  refused ;  the  said  defendant, 
having,  prior  to  such  presentment,  forbidden  the  payment 
thereof  by  said  drawees;  of  all  which  the  defendant  had 
notice,  and  the  same  has  not  since  been  paid. 

The  making  of  the  check,  the  presentment  thereof,  and 
notice  of  the  defendant  of  non-payment,  was  not  denied  by 
the  answer.  Three  or  four  matters  were  alleged  in  the 
answer  as  defenses :  1st.  That  at  the  time  the  check  was 
made,  he  (the  defendant)  was  not  in  any  wise  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  made  the  check  and  delivered  it 
to  the  plaintiff  without  any  consideration  therefor.  2d. 
That  he  made  the  check  for  an  amount  claimed  to  be  due 
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from  Ulman  to  Lnmlej,  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  plain- 
tiff as  the  agent  of  Lomley,  and  not  otherwise,  and  not  as  an 
executor,  or  administrator  or  trustee  of  ao  express  trust,  and 
plaintiff  is  not  authorized  by  any  statute  to  sue,  without 
joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is 
prosecuted.  8d.  That  the  dheck  was  given  to  pay  a  debt 
claimed  to  be  due  from  IJlman.to  Lumley,  but  tilat  in  fact 
no  such  debt  was  then  amd  there  d/ue.  4th.  That  the  check 
wag  in  fkct  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay  a  then  sup- 
posed debt  Cft  Ulman  to  Lumley,  and  for  which  the  defendant 
was  not  Uable,  and  that  there  was  not  any  other  considera- 
tion for  the  cheek,  or  the  making  of  said  promise  ^  and  the 
consideration  for  making  the  check  is  not  expressed  in  it^  nor 
is  any  consideration  expressed  in  it. 

The  action  was  referred  to  B.  W.  Bonney,  Esq.  On  the 
trial,  the  plaintiff,  after  reading  the  pleadings,  rested  his 
case,  and  asked  for  ju^ment  on  the  pleadingitf.  The  defend- 
ant also  moved  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings,  on  the  ground^ 
firsts  that  the  complaint  did  not  0tate  &6t6  sufficient  t6 
constitute  a  cause  of  action;  second,  that  it  appeared  on 
the  face  of  the  complaint  that  the  cheek-^the  subject  of  the 
actian-^wae  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  without 
consideration.  The  referee  denied  the  motion,  and  the 
defendant  excepted.  The  defendant  was  then  offered  as  a 
witness  on  his  own  beiialf,  to  establish  the  dedBesise  set  up  in 
the  answ^ ;  the  plaintiff  objecting  to  his  being  examined, 
on  the  ground  that  the  answer  disclosed  no  drf^Hise.  The 
r^eree  ruled  that  the  answer  set  up  no  defense,  and  that 
there  was  no  issue  to  try^  and  that  the  plaintiff  wai  entitled 
to  judgment ;  to  which  the  defendant  excepted.  The  referee, 
then,  on  request  of  the  defendant,  permitted  faini  to  amend 
bis  answer  by  adding  a  denial  of  each  allegation  of  the 
complaint,  except  the  making  of  the  check,  and  the  triai 
proceeded. 

The  defendant  admitted  the  receipt  of  notice ;  that  the 
check  had  been  presented  for  payment,  and  payment  refused ; 
and  the  notarial  certificate  of  presentment,  demand  of  pay- 
ment, and  refusal  for  want  of  funds,  was  put  in  evidence. 
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The  plaintiff  was  then  examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf,  and  gare  a  detailed  acconnt  of  the  facts  and  circnm- 
stances  under  which  the  check  was  made,  and  rested. 

The  defendant  then  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds, 
tirst,  that  no  consideration  for  the  check  had  been  proved ; 
second,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  proper  party  to  sue ; 
third,  a  failure  to  prove  the  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the 
complaint  The  referee  denied  the  motion,  and  there  was 
an  exception. 

The  defendant  was  then  sworn  on  his  own  behalf. 

The  referee  found,  as  facts,  that,  on  the  20th  January, 
1859,  Benjamin  Lumley,  at  London,  in  England,  appointed 
the  plainti  I'  his  agent  to  receive  all  moneys  accruing  from 
representations  and  concerts  of  Piccolomini  in  the  United 
States,  under  a  contract  between  said  Lumley  and  Bernard 
Ulman ;  to  examine,  vouch  and  settle  all  accounts  on  behalf 
of  said  Lumley,  and  to  pay  to  said  Ulman  such  sums  as  might 
be  coming  to  him  from  such  representations  and  concerts. 
That  on  and  after  February,  1869,  the  defendant  was  agent 
or  manager  for  said  Ulman,  in  relation  to  such  representa- 
tions and  concerts  in  the  United  States ;  that  in  February, 
1859,  the  plaintiff,  in  New  York,  as  such  agent  of  said 
Lumley,  demanded  of  defendant,  as  agent  or  manager  of 
said  Ulman,  who  was  then  absent  from  New  York,  a  settle* 
ment  of  the  account  of  all  such  representations  and  concerts 
as  had  then  been  given,  which  settlement  the  defendant 
promised  should  take  place ;  that  i^  February  and  March, 
1869,  several  such  representations  and  concCTts  were  given  in 
jHfew  York  and  elsewhere  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  received  several  sums  of 
money  on  account  of  the  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  such  rep* 
resentations  and  concerts,  to  which  said  Lumley  was  entitled ; 
tiiat  (m  the  11th  March,  1859,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  city  of 
Kew  Orleans,  d^nanded  of  said  Ulman  a  settlement  as  to  all 
such  repi^sentations  and  concerts  as  had  been  given,  and 
Ulman  then  promised  plaintiff  such  settlement,  and  to  give 
him  the  check  4)f  defendant  for  the  amount  or  balance  whi^h 
the  jdaintiff,  as  such  agent  of  Lumley,  was  entitled  to  receive ; 
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and,  on  the  12th  March,  1859,  said  TJlman  promised  the  plain- 
tiff, in  case  he  did  not  fiimish  him  such  check  of  the  de- 
fendant for  said  balance  by  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  of  the 
14th  of  said  March,  to  assign  to  him  all  the  receipts  of  snch 
representations  and  concerts  which  should  be  subsequently 
given,  after  deducting  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  manager 
of  the  theater,  until  plaintiff  had  received  such  balance ;  and 
on  the  lith  day  of  said  March,  said  TJlman,  by  writing, 
addressed  to  the  manager  of  the  theater,  assigned  to 
plaintiff  all  the  moneys  accruing  to  him  (Ulman)  for  such 
remaining  performances  in  New  Orleans,  after  deducting  the 
sum  to  which  the  manager  of  the  theater  was  entitled ;  that 
on  the  16th  March,  1859,  the  defendant,  at  New  Orleans, 
made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  the  check  or  draft  set 
forth  in  the  complaint,  and  on  which  this  action  is  brought, 
which  check  or  draft  was  so  given  by  defendant,  and  received 
by  plaintiff,  for  the  balance,  amounting  to  $2,555.75,  of  the 
share  to  which  said  Lumley  was  entitled  of  the  proceeds  of 
such  representations  and  concerts,  prior  to  said  11th  March, 
1859,  and  the  share,  amounting  to  $444.50,  to  which  Lumley 
was  entitled  of  the  proceeds  of  said  performance  in  New 
Orleans,  on  the  said  11th  March,  1859 ;  and  the  plaintiff 
then  gave  to  the  defendant  a  receipt  for  said  check  or  draft, 
and  specifying  the  said  amounts  for  which  the  same  was  so 
given  and  received. 

That  the  plaintiff,  in  his  account  with  said  Lumley, 
credited  him  (Lumley)  with  the  amount  of  said  chock  or 
draft.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  said  16th  day  of  March,  1859, 
sent  forward  said  check  or  draft,  from  New  Orleans,  for  col- 
lection, and  the  same  was,  on  the  24th  day  of  said  March, 
duly  presented  in  New  York  to  the  drawees,  and  payment 
thereof  demanded,  which  was  reftised,  and  notice  of  such 
presentment  and  demand  and  reftisal  of  payment  was  duly 
given  to  the  defendant.  That  after  the  making  and  delivery 
of  said  check  or  draft,  three  such  representations  were  given 
in  New  Orleans,  as  aforesaid,  on  the  16th,  18th  and  19th  days 
of  March,  1859  (one  on  each  day),  of  which  th^laintiff  under 
said  assignment  by  Ulman  received  the  whole  proceeds  to 
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which  Ulinan  was  entitled,  and  having  received  said  check 
or  draft  for  the  said  accounts  or  sums  above  mentioned, 
plaintiff  paid  to  the  agent  of  Ulman  the  share  of  said  pro- 
ceeds to  which  TJlman  was  entitled.  That  the  interest  on 
the  sum  of  $3,000.25,  from  said  Mth  day  of  March,  1850,  to 
21st  July,  1859,  the  date  of  this  report,  is  $68.24,  and  the 
whole  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  this  day,  on  said 
3heck  or  draft,  is  $3,068.49. 
The  referee's  conclusions  of  law  were  as  follows : 

1.  That  the  plaintiff  received  and  holds  the  said  check  or 
draft  for  good  and  sufficient  consideration,  and  the  defendant 
is  liable  to  pay  the  same. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  the  action  in 
his  own  name  for  the  amount  of  said  check  or  draft,  and 
without  joining  said  Lumley  with  him  as  plaintiff  in  this 
action,  or  otherwise. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  said  sum 
of  $3,068.49  (the  amount  of  said  check  or  draft,  with  interest 
to  this  date)  and  the  costs  of  this  action. 

To  these  conclusions  of  law,  and  to  each  of  them,  the 
defendant  excepted. 

Judgment  being  entered  on  the  report  of  the  referee,  the 
defendant  appealed  to  the  General  Term,  where  the  judgment 
was  affirmed.    The  defendant  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

Thomas  H.  Rod/mcm^  for  the  plamtiff. 
J.  Townahend^  for  the  defendant. 

Weight,  J.  It  is  insisted  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous, 
and  for  the  reasons,  ^r^^j  that  the  check  was  without  consid- 
eration ;  and,  second^  that  the  action  was  improperly  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff.  Neither  of  these  objections  I 
regard  as  tenable. 

1.  The  check  imported  a  consideration,  and  the  orms  was 
on  the  defendant  to  show  that,  in  fact,  there  was  none. 
This  was  not  necessarily  shown  by  an  admission  in  the  plead- 
ing, or  by  proving  that  it  was  given  in  settlement  of  a  balance 
of  account  due  feom  Ulman  to  Lumley  for  Lumley's  share  of 
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the  proceeds  of  the  Piccolomini  operatic  representations  and 
isonoerts.  If  the  money  or  fnnds  for  which  the  check  was 
given  were  in  the  defendant's  hands  at  the  time  of  giving  it 
to  the  plaintiff^  there  was  no  want  of  consideration  for  the 
promise  on  the  face  of  the  check.  It  was  not  shown  that  he 
did  not  hold  the  fhnds  for  which  the  check  was  given,  and  it 
is  inferable  from  the  &cts  fonnd  that  he  did.  The  &ct8  were 
these:  Lumley  arranged  with  Uhnan  that  Piccolomini 
should  give  representations  and  concerts  in  the  United  States 
for  their  joint  benefit.  The  plaintiff  was  sent  from  England 
as  the  agent  of  Lumlej  to  receive  all  moneys  aocroing  from 
such  representations  and  concerts,  to  examine,  voui^  and 
settle  all  accounts  on  behalf  of  Lnmley,  and  to  pay  to  XJlman 
such  sums  as  might  be  coming  to*  him  under  the  eoatrsLct 
^jetween  Lomley  and  Ulman.  The  defendant  was  TJIman's 
t^eneral  agent  and  manager  in  respect  to  sneh  ref^i^entations 
and  concc^s,  and  acted  as  such  np  to  the  time  of  giving  the 
check  m  suit.  BJe  appears  to  have,  in  person^  received  and 
paid  all  money  on  account  of  the  performances  that  took 
place.  In  Fehruairy,  1869,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  of  the  defendant,  as  TTlman's  manager  (Ulman 
being  abs^it  from  the  city),  a  settlement  o£  the  account  of  all 
such  representations  and  concerts  as  had  t^n  been  given, 
which  settlement  the  defendant  promised  should  take  place. 
No  settlement,  however,  was  at  that  time  had.  The  per- 
formances went  on  in  February  and  March,  in  New  York  and 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States,  under  the  management  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  receiving  from  time  to  time  from  the 
defendant  several  sums  of  money  on  account  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  performances,  to  which  Lumley  was  entitled.  One 
of  these  performances  was  to  take  place  in  New  Orleans  on 
the  IXth  March,  1869,  both  the  defendant  and  Ulman  him- 
self being  in  the  city  at  the  time.  On  that  day  the  plaintiff 
demanding  of  Ulman  a  settlement  as  to  all  such  concerts 
as  had  been  given,  he  promised  such  settiement,  axid  to  give 
him  the  check  pf  the  defendant  for  the  amount  or  balance 
which  Lumley  was  entitled  to  receive ;  and  the  day  following 
promised  that  if  he  did  not  furnish  such  check  by  noon  of 
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the  14:tli  March  to  assign  to  the  plaintiff  all  the  receipts  of 
such  representations  and  concerts  which  shonM  be  subse- 
quently given,  after  deducting  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the 
manager  of  the  theater,  until  the  plaintiff  had  received 
such  balance.  On  the  14^h  March,  Ulman,  by  writing, 
addressed  to  the  manager  of  the  theater,  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  all  the  money  accruing  to  him  (Ulman)  for  such 
remaining  performances  in  New  Orleans.  On  the  16th 
March  the  defendant  made  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  the 
check  in  suit  for  the  balance,  amounting  to  $2,556.75,  of  the 
share  to  which  Lumley  was  entitled  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
representations  and  eonoerts  prior  to  the  11th  March,  1859, 
and  the  share,  amounting  to  $444.50,  to  which  he  was  entitled 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  performance  on  the  last  mentioned 
day.  On  receiving  the  check  a  receipt  for  the  specific  items 
<$omposing  the  amount  of  it  was  given  to  the  defendant  per- 
sonally. 

The  transaction,  then,  in  substance,  was  this :  The  pro- 
ceeds of  the  performances  in  which  Lumley  and  Ulman  were 
entitled  to  share,  were  collected  and  held  by  the  defendant. 
The  net  receipts  of  tiie  concerts  bad  eom^e  into  his  hands. 
The  fact  of  Ulman  promising,  and  the  defendant  giving,  his 
own  check  and  taking  a  receipt  in  his  own  name  for  the 
amount  due,  shows  conclusively  that  the  very  money  for 
whidi  the  check  was  given  was  in  the  defendant's  hands. 
If  it  was,  there  was  no  want  of  consideration  for  the  promise 
on  the  &ce  cf  the  check.  Instead  of  paying  over  Lumley's 
portion  of  the  prooeeds  of  the  eonoerts  held  by  him,  tlie 
defendant  substitutes  his  ohedk  therefor,  and  induces  the  plain- 
tiff to  accept  it  Holding  Ubiian's  or  Lumley's  fojnds  In  his 
hands,  and  inducing  lihe  plaintiff  to  take  his  order  instead  of 
the  funds  themselves,  the  objection  ihat  there  was  no  con- 
sideration for  su(^  order  is  without  force.  Nor  can  £he 
defendant,  after  thus  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  accept  his  check, 
question  the  authority  of  the  latter  to  receive  it.  Ko  one 
but  the  plaintiff's  principal  oouM  repudiate  that  authority. 

2.  The  plaintiff  was  the  proper  party  to  bring  the  action. 
Th3  promise  was  made  to  him.  It  was  a  contract  in  writing 
69 
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with  him  pei^onally.  Before  the  Code,  an  action  on  the 
check  wonld  have  been  maintainable  only  in  the  name  of  the 
plaintiff.  Since  the  Code  every  action  mnst  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  ^'  except  that  a  trustee 
of  ail  express  trust  may  sue  without  joining  with  him  the  person 
for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted ''  (Code,  §§  111, 
113);  and  it  is  declared  that  the  "trustee  of  an  express 
trust,  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  shall  be  construed  to 
Include  a  person  with  whom,  or  in  whose  name,  a  contract  is 
made  for  the  benefit  of  another."  (§  113.)  So  that  whether 
the  contract  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  indi- 
vidually or  for  the  benefit  of  Lumley,  the  plaintiff  was  equally 
entitled  to  sue. 
The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

Inorahah,  J.  The  defendant  was  the  agent  of  D.  Ulman. 
As  such  agent  he  received  the  proceeds  of  operatic  perform- 
ances. The  plaintiff  claimed  a  balance  due,  and  Ulman 
promised  to  deliver  defendant's  check  in  payment  or  assign 
the  receipts  of  certain  concerts.  He  requested  defendant  to 
give  the  check,  and  plaintiff  gave  a  receipt  for  the  same  on 
Ulman's  account  and  credited  Ulman  with  the  amount. 
Afterward  the  concerts  were  held,  and  plaintiff  paid  to 
defendant  the  share  of  Ulman  which  he  had  received  of  the 
concerts,  and  claims  that  the  said  check  was  held  upon  a 
good  consideration. 

The  defendant  objects  to  the  recovery  upon  the  ground 
that  the  check  was  given  without  consideration,  and  that  that 
fact  may  be  inquired  into  between  the  parties.  Admitting 
the  law  to  be  as  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
still  there  ^  another  rule  which  takes  this  case  out  of  the  class 
of  cases  relied  on  by  the  defendant.  This  check  was  given  by 
the  defendant  in  payment  of  the  claim  of  Lumley  due  from 
Ulman  and  at  his  request.  It  would  be  the  same  as  a  note 
borrowed  by  Ulman  from  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  Lumley's  claim.  In  such  a  case  it  becomes  accommo- 
dation paper  in  the  hands  of  the  party  for  whom  it  was  made 
and  to  wholn  it  was  passed,  and  if  Lumley  had  a  good  claim 
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against  Olman  he  can  collect  the  amount  of  this  check 
passed  to  him  by  the  defendant  for  the  express  purpose  of 
paying  this«debt.  This  was  60  held  in  8meca  Catmfy  Bamik 
v.  N'eap  (3  Gomst.,  442),  in  a  case  where  the  accommoda- 
tion party  pnt  his  name  to  the  note  without  any  restriction, 
and  the  court  held  it  was  rightly  used  when  paid  by  the 
holder  for  a  preced^it  debt,  and  that  the  consideration  was 
sufficient.  The  present  case  is  a  stronger  one,  for  the  check 
was  paid  by  the  defendant  himself  in  discharge  of  the  debt 
due  from  TJlman  to  Lumley.  An  objection  is  made  that  the 
action  should  be  in  the  name  of  Lumley.  The  evidence 
shows,  and  the  referee  finds,  that  the  plaintiff  credited  Lumley 
with  the  amount,  and  afterward,  having  received  the  check, 
the  plaintiff  paid  over  to  Ulman's  agent  the  proceeds  of 
certain  concerts  in  his  hands  and  which  were  held  by  him  as 
security.  These  facts  gave  Fish  such  an  interest  in  tiie  check 
as  would  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  upon  it  in  his  own 
name,  independent  of  the  fact  that  the  contract  was  with  him 
and  the  check  made  payable  to  his  order. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Affirmed. 
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JoHK  MaltIbt  9.  AivK  B.  GbexM.  • 

No  appeal  lies  fh>m  a  judgment  hj  defanltb 

In  matter  bf  mechanics'  lien  in  the  county  of  Erie,  the  oonrt  aotinitres  jtmadio- 
tioii  of  the  Bubject-taatter  by  the  t^t^iuil  llert4oe  of  the  nt^tsb  re<|aired  Iff 
•latote  jiipte  the  optKMrito  par^  With&i  thb  lioie  t^i|ttif«a  ftf  liWV 

The  judgment  in  this  case  was  rendered  in  the  county 
court  of  Erie  county,  on  30th  April,  1859,  und^r  the  pro- 
visions of  the  mechanics'  lien  law.  The  specifications  and 
papers  required  by  the  statute  were  filed  in  the  clerk's  office, 
on  34th  December,  1858.  On  23d  of  February,  1859^  a 
notice  requiring  the  defendant  to  appear  in  the  county  court, 
on  the  fourth  Monday  of  March,  and  submit  to  an  accounting, 
was  served  on  defendant,  dated  22d  Fel»^ary,  1859»  The 
affidavit  of  service  of  notice  states  the  service  to  have  been 
nmde  28th  March,  185.9.  The  defendant  did  not  appear  on 
the  day  fixed  in  the  notice^  and  judgment  by  default  was 
entered,  and  the  damages  were  assessed  on  a  writ  of  inquiry, 
and  final  judgment  entered  against  the  defendant.  From 
this  judgment  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  General  Term 
of  the  eighth  district,  where  the  appeal  was  dismissed. 
From  that  order  of  dismissal,  the  defendant  appealed  to  this 
court. 

jB.  Sa/underSj  for  the  appellant. 

Chanie%  Darnels^  for  the  respondent. 

Inoraham,  J.  That  an  order  dismissing  an  appeal  to  the 
General  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  appealable  to  this 
court,  was  settled  in  Bates  v.  VoorJieea  (20  N.  T.,  526).  In 
becomes,  therefore,  necessary  to  inquire  whether  an  appeal 
will  lie  from  the  judgment  entered  in  the  county  court,  by 
default  of  the  defendant  for  not  appearing  there. 

This  question  was  referred  to  by  Sbldeht,  J.,  in  Brigga 
et  al.  V.  Bergen,  (23  N.  Y.,  162),  in  which  he  says  in 
regard  to  striking  out  a  sham  pleading :  "  The  suit  is  left  in 
the  same  condition  as  if  no  answer  had  been  put  in.    In  such 
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eases  no  appeal  wiH  lie  from  the  jadgment,  it  liaying  becu 
obtained  through  the  default  of  the  defendant.^' 

This  question  was  folly  examined  by  Pabkbb,  J.,  in  Dew 
V.  Birge  d6  WeUs  (6  How.  Pr.,  838),  citing  various  cases 
prerions  to  the  Code  to  show  that,  nnder  the  old  system 
of  pracjtice,  a  writ  of  en*or  would  not  lie  from  a  judgment 
obtained  by  default.  The  intent  of  the  Oode  was  the  same 
as  had  been  the  previous  {H'aeftice.  It  allowed  sm  appeal 
from  a  judgment  of  the  eourt^  but  by  that  was  intended  a 
decision  of  the  court  made  upon  points  submitted  to  them^ 
OP  qiiestions  raised  before  that  court. 

In  Jbnea  v.  JSRp  (7  N.  T.  Legal  Observer,  p.  91),  it  was 
held,  in  New  York  Common  Pleas,  that  no  appeal  would  lie  to 
the  Gtenersrl  Term  of  that  coffiPt  ft«om  a  judgment  by  default. 

In  Perkins  ▼.  Fwirnhfim  (10  Howard,  120),  it  was  decided 
that  an  i^peal  would  not  lie  from  a  judgment  entwed  on  a 
stipulation,  with  a  view  to  enable  the  party  to  appeal. 

In  Rwfkt  V.  Bloomer  (8  Kern.,  843),  an  appeal  was  dis- 
missed, upo!>  the  ground  that  tte  record  did  not  show  any 
exceptions  taken  at  iShe  trial,  and  in  CHJk  v.  Spmoer  (16  N.  Y., 
610),  t^e  judgment  was  affim^ed,  because  no  casie  had  been 
made  in  the  court  below.  From  these  cases,  I  conclude  that 
no  diff(M:eni  rule  esists  under  the  Code  than  that  whidi  was 
establidied  under  the  old  system  of  practice.  And  this  court 
^  held,  in  Thm%et  v.  fowMmd  (33  N.  Y.,  517),  that  the 
power  of  refview  conferred  by  the  Code  must  be  the  same 
as  that  formerly  obtained  by  writ  of  error,  and  that  there 
was  no  reason  why  it  should  be  other  or  greater. 

I  fbink,  therefore,  from  this  authoriiies  above  cited,  that  in 
no  case  of  yn^gment  by  defiiriilt  can  there  be  an  appeal  to  an 
9ippeUate  tiribusual ;  but  tbat  the  aggrieved  party  must  seek 
relief,  if  he  be  entitled  to  any,  by  motion  to  the  court  in 
whieli  the  action  is  pending.  If  there  was  ^ny  error  in  the 
serKrice  of  process^  th«  couart  where  the  action  was  pending 
could  have  corrected  the  error  on  motion.  If  the  pleadings 
were  defective,  the  p$rty  aggrieved  had  a  remedy  by  demur- 
rer, flfnd  on  that  he  might  have  appealed  to  the  appellate 
court. 
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The  reason  for  these  rules  is  given  by  Plati,  J.,  in  Adams 
V.  OaJks  (20  Johns.,  282).  When  the  law  allows  a  defend- 
ant the  privilege  of  being  summoned,  it  imposes  on  him  a 
corresponding  dntj,  which  is,  if  he  has  any  ground  of  de- 
fense he  shall  appear  and  prove  it  in  the  primary  court 
having  cognizance  of  the  matter.  To  allow  him  to  pass  by 
the  inferior  tribunal  unnoticed,  would  be  to  convert  j;he 
appellate  court  into  one  of  an  original  jurisdiction.  A 
judgment  by  default  is,  for  this  purpose,  equivalent  to  a  judg- 
ment by  confession.  This  doctrine  is  well  settled  in  the 
higher  courts,  and  I  perceive  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be 
applied  to  all  judicial  proceedings  where  an  appeal  is  allowed. 

The  conclusion  arrived  at  in  this  branch  of  the  case  dis- 
poses of  this  appeal  without  the  necessity  of  examining  the 
alleged  defects  upon  which  the  appeal  was  taken.  They 
were  all  matters  which  should  have  been  brought  to  the 
notice  of  the  court  below.  Many  of  them,,  if  they  were 
erroneous,  would  have  been  corrected  on  the  trial,  and  would 
not  have  been  any  grounds  for  sustaining  an  appeal.  It  can 
hardly  be  considered  a  safe  or  proper  system  to  allow  a  party 
to  rely  on  a  defective  pleading  in  the  court  of  original  juris- 
diction, and  seek  to  take  the  benefit  of  such  defect  on  appeal 
where  the  court  could  not  correct  the  error.  On  the  con- 
trary, I  concur  in  the  opinion  above  cited  that  in  such  cases 
the  default  in  not  appearing  is  to  be  considered  a  confession 
of  judgment,  from  which  the  defendant  cannot  appeal.  The 
order  should  be  affirmed. 

Wright,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
Supreme  Court  dismissing  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Erie  county  court,  rendered  by  default  in  a  proceeding 
under  the  mechanics'  lien  law  (Laws  of  1844,  chap.  305). 
All  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  before  it  was  the  record  of 
the  judgment  of  the  county  court  for  the  amount  of  the 
claim  of  the  party  furnishing  materials. 

The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  appeal  on  two  grounds : 
first,  that  it  would  not  lie  to  review  a  judgment  rendered  by 
the  county  court  by  default ;  and,  second,  that  if  this  were 
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otherwise,  there  was  no  error  or  irregularity  in  obtaining  the 
judgment,  or,  at  least,  none  of  a  jurisdictional  nature.  The 
order,  I  think,  is  right  on  either  ground,  but  it  is,  perhaps, 
only  necessary  to  allude  to  the  latter  one. 

The  act  of  May  7, 1844,  declares  that  any  person  perform- 
ing labor  or  furnishing  materials  for  building,  altering  or 
repairing  any  house  or  other  building,  in  the  several  cities 
of  the  State  (except  the  city  of  New  York),  by  virtue  of 
any  contract  with  the  owner  thereof,,  shall  have  a  lien  for 
the  value  of  «uch  labor  and  materials,  upon  such  house  or 
building,  and  upon  the  land  upon  which  the  same  stands 
(§  1) ;  and  it  prescribes  the  mode  of  creating  such  Hen,  its 
duration,  and  how  it  may  be  dischai^ed.  (§§  2,  3.)  The 
person  performing  the  labor,  or  furnishing  the  materials,  is  to 
cause  specifications  to  be  drawn  up,  and  file  the  same  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  building  or 
premises  are  situated,  and  serve  notice  thereof  personally  on 
the  owner  or  his  agent.  The  filing  of  the  specifications,  and 
serving  notice  thereof,  in  respect  to  any  labor  performed,  or 
to  be  performed,  or  materials  furnished,  or  to  be  furnished, 
in  building,  altering  or  repairing  any  house,  or  other  build- 
ing, in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  may  be  made  at  any  time  prior  to 
thirty  days  after  the  labor  shall  be  performed,  or  after  the 
house  or  building  or  the  alterations  or  repairs  of  which  shall 
be  completed;  and  the  filing  of  the  specifications  and  service 
of  the  notice  creates  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  person  performing 
such  labor,  or  furnishing  such  materials,  for  the  amount  of 
the  labor  performed  and  materials  furnished,  whether  per- 
formed or  furnished  before  or  after  such  filing  and  service. 
(Laws  of  1851,  chap.  517.)  The  clerk  of  the  county  is 
directed  to  keep  a  book,  to  be  called  "  The  mechanics'  and 
laborers'  lien  docket,"  in  which  shall  be  entered  the  name 
of  the  owner,  and  opposite  thereto  the  name  of  the  person 
claiming  the  lien,  the  lot  or  street  on  which  such  work  is  to 
be  done,  or  materials  furnished,  and  the  time  of  filing  such 
specifications.  The  lien  created  takes  effect  from  the  time 
of  filing  and  sernce  of  notice,  and  continues  for  one  year 
thereafter,  but  may  be  discharged  on  the  docket  at  any  time 
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by  the  derk,  on  the  production  to  and  filing  with  him  a  oer« 
tificate,  signed  by  the  person  having  the  lien,  and  duly 
acknowledged  and  proved,  that  the  claim  for  which  such  lien 
was  created  is  satisfied  and  discharged.  (§  3.) 

The  next  foar  sections  of  the  act  presmbe  the  manner  of 
enforcing  or  bringing  such  li^i  to  a  close^  It  is  by  a  pro- 
ceeding  in  a  county  court,  or  justice's  court,  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent of  that  creating  the  lien  between  the  claimant  and 
the  owner,  to  settle  the  amoxmt  due,  and  obtain  a  judgment 
therefor.  As  was  said  in  I^eenum  v.  Orcme  (3  Comst.,  905) : 
^'  The  coort  is  not  required  to  adjudicate  upon  tlie  validity.of 
the  lien,  or  the  time  of  its  commencement.  The  judgment  is 
to  be  rendered  and  enforced^  in  all  respects,  like  a  judgment 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit.  *  *  The  judgment  reocM'd  is 
not  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  mechanics'  lien,  of  the 
time  of  its  commencement,  or  of  the  quality  or  description 
of  the  real  estate  which  it  affects.  It  could  not  be  made  so 
against  third  persons  not  parties  to  the  suit.  In  case  of  the 
enforcement  of  the  lien  by  an  execution,  and  sale  within 
the  year,  if  a  dispute  should  arise  between  the  purchaser  and 
some  third  perscm,  with  respect  to  the  priority  of  their 
respective  rights,  the  purchaser  wouM  be  required  to  prove 
the  existence  of  the  mechanics'  Hen  by  evidence  not  contained 
in  the  judgment  record."  The  most  that  can  be  claimed  is, 
that  there  is  a  statutory  implication  that  the  summary  pro- 
ceeding for  obtainang  judgment  for  the  amount  due,  must  be 
instituted  before  the  lien  ceases. 

The  court  acquires,  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and 
of  the  parties,  by  either  the  own«*  of  the  building,  or  the 
laborer  or  material  man,  serving  personally  on  the  opposite 
party,  a  notice,  requiring  him  to  appear  in  the  county  court 
or  justice's  court  of  the  county  in  which  the  bmlding  is  situ- 
ated, at  a  time  specified  in  such  notice,  not  less  than  twenty 
days  fix>m  the  service  thereof  and  tabmit  to  an  accounting 
and  settlement  in  such  court  of  the  amount  due  or  claimed 
to  be  due,  or  for  thp  labor  perfonned  or  the  materials  fhr- 
nished.  In  this  case  the  claimant  served  the  required  notice 
on  the  owner  to  appear  in  the  Erie  county  court,  on  the 
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foarth  Monday  of  March,  1859 ;  aod  at  the  time,  eerved  on 
her  a  bill  of  partioolarB  of  his  claim,  accompanying  the  isame 
with  a  notice  to  produce  a  bill  of  particulars  of  any  offset 
within  ten  days  thereafter.  The  owner  did  not  i^pear  at 
the  time  and  pjace  specified,  or  fumidh  any  bill  of  pflaticukrB 
of  any  offset,  and  en  the  2Sid  April,  18^9,  her  defkult  was 
entered,  and  a  writ  <tf  inquiry  ordered  to  issue.  The  writ 
was  executed  and  inquisition  returned,  assessing  the  claim- 
ant's damages  at  $88.84,  and  an  order  for  judgment  final 
entered  thereon  on  the  36th  April  ;'and  pn  80th  April,  judg- 
ment for  that  amount,  with  costs,  was  signed  aiid  filed;  The 
prodeeding  in'thie  cotmty  court  was  strictly  in  aeoordahcc 
witih  the  statute,  which  provides  thai  in  case  the  owner  shall 
not  appear  and  submit  to  an  accounting  and  settlement  at 
the  time  and. place  specifieldin  the  notice,  his  defimlt  shall 
be  NOLtered ;  a  writ  of  inquiry  and  inquisition'  niay  issue  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  coointy,  to  be  iBxeonted ;  ^  aiid  judgment 
shall  be  entered  upon  the  same,  and  exeoutiixi'  ahaJil  issue  fiwr 
the  ehforeement  of  the  claim -so  adjudicated  and  estabUshed, 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  oases^  upon  judgments  in  such 
courts,  in  ac^ns  of  assumpsit."  (§§  4,  S,  6.) 

It  is  not  or  cannot  be  claimed  by  the  appellant,  that  the 
Supreme  Court  erroneously  dismissed  her  appeal,  unless  from 
the  face  of  the  record  of  the  county  court,  it  appears  that 
that  court  had  no  jiuisdiotion  of  the  subject-«iiatter,  or  entered 
a  judgment  unauthorized  by  the  statute.  Neither  of  these 
things  appeared.  The  notice  to  appear  and  account,  etc., 
gave  jurisdiction,  and  the  proper  judgment  was  rendered  and 
entered.  Tlie  point  is  made  that  it  does  noit  appear  by  the 
record  that  the  incipient  proceeding  to  create  a  lien  were 
ever  taken.  It  is  not  required  that  it  should ;  and  following 
the  statute  directions  as  to  the  accounting,  said  rendition  and 
entry  of  judgment,  the  fact  would  not  necessarily  appear  by 
the  teedrd.  But  it  does,  in  fact^  appear  both  by  the  recitals 
in  the  writ  of  inquiry,  aqd  in  the'  judgment.  Again,  it  is 
9aid  that  by  t!be  recenl  it  appears  that  the  notice  requiring 
the  defendant  to  appear  and  submit  to  an  accounting  and 
settlement,  was  not  served  twenty  days  before  the  time  sped- 
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fied  for  the  appearance  in  the  oonnty  court.  It  does  appear 
by  the  copy  affidavit  of  the  service  of  the  notice  ffled  when 
the  defendant's  default  was  entered  (as  it  is  printed  in  the 
case),  that  the  service  was  less  than  tw^ity  days  before 
the  time  designated  for  the  appearance,  accounting  and  settle- 
ment ;  bnt  the  order  for  the  defendant's  default,  in  reciting 
the  proofs  on  which  it  was  granted,  states  that  the  notice  was 
served  more  than  twenty  days  prior  to  the  time  specified 
for  appearing,  and  to  the  same  effect  is  the  recitals  in 
the  writ  of  inquiry  and  in  the  judgment.  Undoubtedly, 
the  statement  of  the  date  of  service  is  erroneously  set  forth  in 
this  affidavit.  The  notices  are  dated  the  22d  February,  1859, 
and  the  time  designated  for  appearance  was  the  fourth  Mon- 
day of  March  following.  The  affidavit  states  the  service  to 
have  been  on  the  28th  March,  the  v^y  day  for  appearing. 
It  is  most  probable  that  the  month  of  service  was  February 
instead  of  March ;  and,  either  that  in  the  affidavit,  March 
was,  by  mistake,  inserted  for  February,  or  that  the  affidavit 
is  given  incorrectly  in  the  case.  At  all  events,  looking  at 
the  whole  record,  it  does  not  appear,  as  the  appellant's  coun- 
sel insists,  that  the  notice  and  the  bill  of  particulars  were 
served  on  the  defendant  the  very  day  she  was  required  to 
appear  iu  court.  Again,  it  is  claimed  that  the  proceeding 
and  judgment  warranted  by  the  statute,  are  in  rem  against 
property,  and  not  against  the  person ;  and  that  the  entry  of 
a  personal  judgment  was  unauthorized.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  point.  The  statute  provides,  that  in  case  of  a  default,  a 
\vrit  of  inquiry  may  issue  for  the  assessment  of  the  damages, 
^'  and  judgment  shall  be  entered  upon  the  same,  and  execu- 
tion shall  issue  for  the  enforcement  of  the  said  claim  so 
adjudicated  and  established,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  cases 
upon  judgments  in  courts  of  common  pleas  and  justices' 
r^urte,  in  actions  of  assumpsit;"  and  wh^re  the  parties 
appear,  the  cause  ^^  shall  be  governed,  tried,  and  the  judg- 
ment-therein  enforced,  in  all  respects,  in  the  same  manner 
as  upon  issues  joined  and  judgments  rendered  in  actions  of 
a^asumpifidt  in  t^e  said  court."  (§§  6, 7.)  Judgments  in  actions 
of  assumpsit  are,  in  form,  personal,  and  the  manner  of 
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enibrcing  them  is  by  execution.  When  the  judgment  is  to 
be  enforced  in  the  same  manner,  it  can  hardly  be  claimed 
that  it  should  be  different  in  form  from  the  ordinary  judg- 
ment in  assumpsit.  The  mode  of  enforcing  it  indicates  what 
its  form  should  be.  In  Freemcm  v.  Cramh  (3  Comst.,  305), 
it  seems  to  have  been  the  construction  of  the  statute  by  this 
court,  that  the  judgment  is  to  be  rendered  in  form  against 
the  defendant,  who  is  personally  liable  for  the  debt,  and  is  a 
lien  upon  all  the  defendant's  real  estate,  continuing  for  ten 
years  againiSt  purchasers,  and  longer  against  the  defendant 
himself. 

The  record  of  the  county  court,  therefore,  discloses  no 
eiTor,  jurisdictional  or  otherwise.  But  after  jurisdictioii  whs 
acquired,  had  there  been  irregularities,  the  place  to  correct 
them  was  in  the  county  court,  and  not  on  appeal.  If  the 
appellant  had  any  cause  of  complaint,  she  should  have  mo>'ecl 
in  that  court,  where  the  proceedings,  if  not  strictly  regular, 
could  haye  been  corrected,  and  where  amendments  would 
have  been  permitted  if  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  correct- 
ing any  mistakes  in  the  papers. 

The  Supreme  Court  exanuned  the  record,  and,  finding  no 
error  or  irr^ularity  in  the  proceedings  going  to  an  entire 
want  of  judgment  in  the  coimty  court,  dismissed  tlie  appeal. 
Perhaps  the  better  course  would  have  been  to  have  affirmed 
the  judgment.  But  the  defendant's  right  of  appeal  to  this 
court  was  equally  secured  by  either  practice. 

Tlie  order  should  l>e  affirmed. 

All  concur  hi  affirmance  on  the  several  grounds  stated  by 
Wmoht  and  Ingbaham,  JJ.,  except  MitiXiIn,  J. 

Affirmed. 
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Wlien  there  is  any  evidence  of  a  conflicting  chara<;ter  toucliing  n^tterial  l88ue9 

the  question  is  one  for  the  Jury,  and  their  finding  is  conclusive  as  respects 

iftiis  court 
Xf  there  aie  enors  tn  tiie  ftndinga  of  tlye  jiiry,  t))e  eonr^fstloii  most  be  mad^  at 

Qeaeral  Texm<^if  tiie  Specaal  Term  snstaiofl  t^  verdict— otb^^^6e^the  par^ 

i^  without  semedj. 

This  aetioii  waa  bvovght  bj  th^  plaintiff  to*recover,  for 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  him  .  by  the 
breadi,  on  the  piui;  ei  the  defendants,  of  a  eontniet  saMj  to 
carry  certain  goods  fi:^m  Gteneira,  in  this  StBt%  into  the 
State  of  Yiigiiiia,  by  reason  wherecf  the  said  goods  became 
wet  and  Injured. 

The  answer  denied  the  allegations -of  the  compkinl^  and 
set  up,  as  a  defense,  that  the  boat  on  which  the  said  goods 
were  shipped  was  chartered  by.  the  plaintifi^  And  that  he, 
and  not  they,  wer9  the  earners  of  the  goods. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  ffmre  in  evidance  an  agreement, 
in  writii^,  betwidCD  tiie  defisndiui^  in  and  by  which  tiiey 
agreed  to  oi^anize  a  company,  with  a  eapitaJ  stock  of 
$28,000,  which  was  allotted  amongst  the  defendants,  ibr  the 
pmrpose  of  building  a  steamboat  to  narigale  the  Beneca 
laloe,  dibr  the  prcxfit  and  advanilage  of  said  stock  ov  ehareholders^ 

John  E.  Johnston,  one  of  the  d^i»idants,  waa  called  and 
examined  as  a  witness,  and  testified  that  he  was  the  agent 
of  tiie  drfeadaats  in  mniring  said  boat,  in  1S53,  and  had  been 
from  the  orgaftizatian  of  the  'Company  in  1836 ;  that,  as  sueh 
agent,  he  was  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  to  cairvy  certain 
furniture,  or  other  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  from  Geneva  to 
Virginia ;  that  he  declined  to  complete  a  bargain  until  the 
matter  had  been  submitted  to  the  stockholders,  at  a  meeting 
then  soon  to  be  held ;  that,  at  such  meeting,  he  submitted 
the  proposition,  and  it  was  assented  to  by  them,  or,  if  not 
expressly  assented  to  by  all,  no  one  dissented,  and  thereafter 
he  agreed,  in  consideration  of  $300,  to  carry  the  plaintiff's 
goods  to  Virginia.     The  company,  at  the  time,  owned  a  pro- 
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peUor  callod  &e  ^  BcrftioldS)''  whioh  wM  not  ii:eeded  by 
tbma^  and  one  motivd  for  Mtdring  into  the  contnu^t  was  to 
send  the  said  vessel  to  Virginia,  and  there  sell,  as  it  was 
^zpeeted,  for  a  batter^price  than  eonld  be>obtain«d  in  Geneva. 
The  pri^eller  had  been  lying  for  some  time  without  being 
laded,  and  her  upper  seams  had  beoome  open,  and  she  leaked 
%  good  deal.  Aftw  the  bargain  was  made,  the  goods  were 
shipped  on  board  Hn^  teteel.  It  was  soon  discovered  that 
die  leaked^  but  she  was,  nevertlieleM,  Bent  on  her  voyage, 
and  when  she  arrived  in  New  York,  it  was.  fo^nd  unsafe  to 
send  her  forward^  and  a  schooner  was  tfa^n  chartered  by 
d^endtots'  agent  to  «arry  forwwrd  the  goods^  and  they  were 
carried  accordingly^  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  in  Virginia. 

The  plaiiitiff  was  himself  sworn,  and  testified  to  substan- 
tially the  same  state  of  fiusts. 

The  plaintiff  aleo  gave  evidence  showing  tha^  the  goods 
WBre  ii\jiured  to  the  extent  of  $1,860^  and  rested. 

The  defendants  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendants  were  not  liable  on  the  contrltct  made  by 
Johnston  with  the  plaintiff;  that  he  could  not  bind  them,  by 
contracts,  for  the  carriage  of  goods  beyohd  Gieneva  lake;  find 
that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  defendants  ever  assented  to 
the  making  of  any  such  contract.  The  court  refused  to  non- 
cAuti  and  the  defendants'  counsel  excepted.. 

Two  of  Uie  defendantsr  w^h)  called,  on  their  own  behalf^ 
and  teatifled  that  they  were  pres^it  at  the  meeting  at  which 
Johnston  claimed  tiie  defendants  aesented  to  his  making  a 
contract  with  the  plaintiff  for  the  transpOrtatiioki  of  these 
goods^  and  that  no  suoh  propositioiL  Was  made  5r  aesented 
to  ateuch  meetii^ ;  &at  the  only  propoeitioB  ^bmitted  to 
that  meeting  by  Johnston  Wto  to  charter  the  propeller 
^^Bcfynolds"  to  the  plaintiff^  and  thiit  was  not  only  not 
assented  to  by  all,  but  l^iit  both  witnesses  tiiereon  xiefusAd  to 
assent  to  it. 

Other  evidence  was  ^ven  tending,  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  had  chartered  thtB  boat,  and  was  running  it  on  iiis 
own  account.  He  received  passage  and  freight  money,  and 
hired  one  or  more  of  the  bands  employed  up6n  her^ 
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At  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  defendants'  comiBel 
renewed  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  but  it  was  overmled,  and 
he  excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the*  defendants  were  not 
liable  unless  they  found  that  the  contract  made  with  the 
plaintiff  by  Johnston  was  authorized  by  them;  that,  if 
the  defendants  assented,  they  would  be  justified  in  finding  for 
the  plaintiff;  that,  if  they  believed  Johnston,  the  defendants 
did  assent ;  but,  if  any  dissented,  the  majority  could  not  bind 
those  dissenting. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $1,850. 

After  the  trial  the  defendants'  counsel  made  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  on  a  case  made,  and  upon  affidavits ;  that  the 
defendants  were  surprised  by  the  evidence  of  Johnston  that 
the  other  defendants  had  ever  assented  to  the  contracts  for 
the  carriage  of  the  plaintiff's  goods.  The  motion  was  denied, 
and  that  order  was  affirmed  at  the  General  Term  in  the  seventh 
district.  The  same  court  also  affbmed  the  judgment ;  and 
from  that  judgment  the  defendants  appeal  to  this  court. 

James.  Noooon^  for  the  appellants. 

8.  0,  Hadley^  for  the  respondent. 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  properly  denied. 
The  plaintiff,  before  resting,  had  proved,  by  Johnston  and 
his  own  oath,  that  a  contract  for  the  carriage  of  his  ^oods 
had  been  made  with  defendants,  with  their  knowledge  and 
assent.  This  evidence  most  clearly  authorized  a  verdict  for 
the  paintiff.  Ooncede  that  the  evidence  of  Johnston  was  not 
as  dear  and  conclusive  as  it  might  be  on  the  question  of 
assent,  yet  it  was  some  evidence  on  that  point.  It  was, 
therefore,  the  duty  of  the  court  to  submit  it  to  the  jury. 
There  was  no  question  made,  on  the  trial,  as  to  the  admis- 
sion or  rejection  of  evidence,  nor  as  to  the  charge  of  the  court. 
We  are  called  upon  to  reverse  the  judgment,  because  the 
jury  has  come,  in  the  opinion  of  counsel,  to  an  erroneous 
conclusion  on  the  questions  of  fact.  It  cannot  require  the 
citation  of  authorities  to  show  that  we  possess  no  such 
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powers.  Errors  of  this  kind  urnst  be  corrected  in  the  General 
Term ;  and  if  that  coort  refases  relief^  the  injured  party  is 
remediless.  When  the  General  Term  reverses  a  judgment 
for  error  of  fact,  this  court  will  look  into  the  evidenoe,  to  see 
whether  there  is  any  evidence  to  support  the  findings  of  the 
General  Term.  If  there  is  not,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed : 
if  there  is,  it  wiU  be  affirmed.  {Dams  v.  Wyooff^  18  N.  T., 
45 ;  Oriffm  v.  Ma/rqua/rdt^  17  id.,  28). 

This  is  the  only  case  in  which  this  court  can  enter  into  an 
investigation  of  t^e  facts  appearing  on  the  trial. 

It  is  possible  that  if  we  had  been  sitting  in  the  place  of 
the  jury,  we  might  have  discredited  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  in 
view  of  the  positive  denial  of  the  defendants,  and  the  facts 
proved  by  their  other  witness  But  the  law  has  made  the 
jury  the  tribunals  to  pass  upon  the  facts,  and  not  us.  And 
as  tiiere  must  be  a  power,  somewhere,  finally  to  dispose  of 
disputed  questions  of  fact,  it  has  been  left,  wisely  or  unwisely, 
with  the  jury — with  a  limited  power  of  review  in  the  Special 
and  General  Terms.  In  thus  holding,  we  only  re-afiirm  a 
rule  laid  down  at  the  organization  of  the  court,  and  adhered 
to  ever  since. 

The  application  to  the  General  Term  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  of  surprise,  was  addressed  to  the  dis(»retion  of  the 
court,  and  is  not  appealable. 

The  judgment  must  be  afiirmed,  with  costs. 

WsiaHT,  J.  It  may  be  that  the  weight  of  evidence  was 
in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  that  injustice  was  done  to 
them  by  the  verdict  in  the  case;  but  this  court  is  not  tho 
tribunal  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  the  jury. 

The  action  was  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  by  the 
defendants,  to  transport,  from  Geneva  to  the  plaintiff's  reai- 
idence  in  the  State  of  Yirginia,  certain  household  goods 
And  other  jMroperty  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants  were 
copartners  engaged  in  the  transportation  <|f  passengers,  mer- 
chandise and  freight,  in  steam  vessels  upon  Seneca  lake, 
under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Seneca  Lake  Steamboat 
Company,  and  of  John  E.  Johnston  &  Co.    Johnston,  one  of 
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the  ptrtners)  resided  at  G^Mva,  and  acted  as  agent  and 
manager  of  the  affafars  of  the  company.  In  the  fall  of  1852, 
tiie  plaintiff  was  about  removing  to  Virginia,  and  Johnston 
contracted  <vnth  him,  aB  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  to 
tran8p(»t  his  goods*  The  company  owned  the  propellor 
''  Beynolds,"  and  the  goods  were  {daced  on  board  of  her 
at  Geneva  for  transportation;  and  she  proceeded  on  h^ 
journey  to  New  York.  She  leaked  badly  before  she  started, 
aiid  was  so  nnseaworthy  when  she  reached  New  York, 
that  Johnston,  who  was  tliare,  donbted  the  propriety  of 
lior  going  on,  and  chartered  a  schooner,  ind  had  her  freight 
taken  ont  and  put  on  board  the  schooner.  The  plaintiff's 
proi)erty,  when  transhipped,  was  in  a  very  wet  and  dam- 
aged condition,  and  some  of  it  entirely  destroyed,  and  in 
that  state  it  was  delivered  to  him  in  Virginia.  The  amonnt 
of  damages  by  loss  and  water  was  $1,360.  The  contract 
made  by  Johnston  with  the  plaintiff  was  not  williin  tiie 
scope  of  the  partnerdiip  business,  and  hence  it  was  necessary 
to  show  that  it  was  entered  into  with  the  assent  of  the  olSier 
defendants.  Whether  it  was  authorized  by  the  defendants, 
was  a  question  of  fact,  in  respect  to  which  the  evidence  was 
oonfliotmg.  Johnston's  testimony  tended  to  show  that  before 
closing  the  contract,  he  submitted  it  to  his  associates,  at  a 
meeting  held  by  them,  and  they  assented  to  it ;  whilst  the 
testimony  of  two  of  the  defendants,  Dox  and  Watson,  who 
were  at  the  meeting,  tended  to  show  that  there  was  no  assent, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  one  or  more  of  the  associates  expressely 
dissented.  I  think  tiie  weight  of  evidence  was  against  tlra 
position  that  there  was  an  asseit  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants ;  but  there  was  certainly  dome  evidence  tending  to  show 
such  assent,  and  the  judge  would  not  have  beeb  justified  in 
withholding  tinis  dii^uted  question  of  fact  from  the  jury. 

There  was  but  a  single  esoeption  in  the  case,  viz.:  to 
refusing  a  nonsiiit.  The  judge  properiy  rdtased  it ;  and  tlie 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

All«concur. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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The  right  to  take  and  grant  property  is  of  the  essenoe  of  erery  oorporalion, 
whether  created  by  Ueense,  by  prescriptioQ,  or  by  legfriatfve  act,  and  in  the 
absence  of  leglBlativ«  prokibitioil  may  take  by  all  liie  usual  modlSB  ef  aoqulr- 
ing  property.    Pej  Wsn»HT,  Jf. 

There  ia  00  atatute  in  thia  State  prolubiting  oorporationa  (rom  acquiring  per^ 
sooal  property  by  bequest 

By  comity  we  recognuse  the  existence  of  corporations  in  other  StateSi  and  per- 
mit them  to  exercise  the  powers  with  which  they  are  endowed  in  onr  own, 
aaleis  repugnant  t»  our  peliey  or  ipjorkMis  tx>  our  interats. 

To  censtltttto  a  ehacfty  in  a  legal  sense  tbe  use  musl  be  pubUa  Per  Wkwht,  J» 

There  must  also  be  a  trustee  competent  to  take  the  fund  so  as  to  seome  the 
appropriation  to  the  purpose  intended.  There  can  be  no  valid  trust  unless 
the  title  can  Test  in  some  person  natural  or  artificial  by  fkvor  of  the  gift 
iiael£ 

Appbal  from  judgment  of  Supreme  Court.  Action  for 
coufitruction  of  will.  On  the  25tli  December,  1858,  Ann 
P.  Sherwood,  who  owned  personal  estate  of  the  value  of 
$18,000,  and  real  estate  of  the  value  of  $4,500,  died,  leaving 
a  will  executed  some  nine  days  before  her  decease;  This 
instrument  contained  the  following  bequests : 

"  Second.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  American  Bible 
Society  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars. 

"  Third,  I  give  to  the  American  Tract  Society  two  thou- 
sand dollars. 

"  Fowih.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  Arcot  Mission  of 
the  Heformed  Dutch  Church  the  sum  of  three  thousand 
dollars,  to  be  used  for  the  education  of  the  heathen  boy  on 
whose  account  I  have  heretofore  advanced  money. 

*^Mfth.  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  the  American  Coloniza 
tion  Society  one  thousand  dollars.*^ 

The  residue  of  the  testatrix^s  estate  was  given  and  devised 
to  her  two  children,  Gilbert  P.  Sherwood  and  May  P.  Sher- 
wood, share  and  share  alike;  and  her  son  Gilbert  was 
appointed  sole  executor  of  the  will. 

In  November,  1860,  the  executor  brought  an  action  to 
obtain  a  judicial  construction  of  the  instrument,  alleging 
1\ 
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that  doubts  had  arisen  whether  the  bequests  to  the  American 
Bible  Society,  to  the  American  Tract  Society,  the  Arcot 
Mission  of  the  Eeformed  Dutch  Church,  and  to  the  American 
Colonization  Society  were  valid  and  legal  bequests;  and 
whether  said  societies  are  incorporated,  or  if  incorporated, 
whether  they  can,  by  their  acts  of  incorporation,  severally 
take  the  bequests  mentioned  in  the  will.  The  several  societies 
and  May  P.  Sherwood  were  made  defendants. 
'The  action  was  tried  at  the  New  York  Special  Term,  in 
December,  1861,  before  Mr.  Justice  Gbovee,  who,  in  addition 
to  the  facts  above  stated,  found  that  the  American  Bible 
Society  in  the  will  named,  was  duly  incorporated  under  and 
by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State,  passed  on 
the  25th  March,  1841,  for  the  purpose  of  publishing  and  pro- 
moting a  general  circulation  of  the  holy  scriptures  without 
note  or  comment ;  that  the  American  Tract  Society,  in  said 
will  mentioned,  was,  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  this 
State,  passed  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1841,  incorporated  for 
the  purpose  of  printing  and  circulating  religious  tracts  and 
publications;  that  the  Arcot  Mission  of  the  Reformed  Dutch 
Church,  in  said  will  mentioned,  is  not,  and  never  was,  in- 
corporated, but  is  a  branch  of  the  Board  of  Foreign  Missions 
of  the  Reformed  Protestant  Dutch  Church,  in  said  will  men- 
tioned, which  Board  of  Missions,  at  the  time  of  the  date  of 
the  will  and  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  was  not  incorporated, 
but  was  incorporated  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
State  of  New  York  passed  in  1860  ;  and  that  the  American 
Colonization  Society,  in  said  will  mentioned,  was,  by  an  act 
of  the  general  assembly  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  passed  on 
the  26th  day  of  December,  1836,  incorporated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  colonizing  the  free  people  of  color  of  tlie  United 
States,  and  was  by  said  act  of  incorporation  empowered  to 
take  lands  by  devise,  and  money,  goods  or  chattels  by  bequest. 
His  conclusions  of  law,  from  the  facts  thus  found,  were, 
and  he  deoided,  that  the  several  legacies  to  the  said  American 
Bible  Society,  American  Tract  Society,  and  American  Colon- 
ization Society  are  valid  ;  and  that  the  same  be  paid  by  the 
executor  from  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  with  costs  to  each 
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of  the  said  legatees  to  be  adjusted ;  also,  that  the  legacy  to 
the  said  Arcot  Mission  of  the  Eeformed  Dutch  Church  is 
invalid,  but  no  costs  are  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  the 
Arcot  Mission  as  against  each  other. 

Judgment  being  entered  in  conformity  to  this  decision,  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  Mdy  P.  Sherwood  and  the 
Arcot  Mission,  appealed  to  the  General  Term.  The  General 
Term  affirmed  the  judgment,  with  costs  of  the  appeal  to  bo 
paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  to  the  attorneys  of  all 
the  parties  in  the  action,  including  the  Arcot  Mission,  whose 
costs  on  the  appeal  were  adjusted  at  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  thirteen  dollars  and  fifty-four  cents.  From  this  judg- 
ment of  affirmance  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants.  May 
P.  Sherwood  and  the  Arcot  Mission,  appeal  to  this  court. 

A.  W.  Bradford,  for  the  plaintiff. 

<S1  ff.  Thayer,  for  the  American  Bible  Society. 

G.  Jf.  Titus  J  for  the  American  Tract  Society  and  the 
American  Colonization  Society. 

Z.  IT.  Miller,  for  the  Arcot  Mission. 

Weight,  J.  It  will  be  convenient  to  examine  in  order  the 
validity  of  the  bequests;  first^  to  our  own  corporation; 
second,  to  the  foreign  corporation ;  and  third,  to  the  volun- 
tary association,  styled  in  the  will,  the  "  Arcot  Mission  of 
the  Eeformed  Dutch  Church." 

1.  In  respect  to  the  bequests  to  the  Bible  and  Tract  Socie 
ties :  These  societies  were,  in  1841,  created  by  the  legislature 
bodies  corporate,  and  invested  with  the  general  and  inciden- 
tal powers  and  attributes  of  a  corporation  aggregate  at 
common  law.  The  purposes  for  which  they  were  formed 
were  specified;  a  limitation  set  upon  the  amount  of  income 
to  be  derived  from  property  respectively  held  by  them,  and 
it  was  declared  that  they  should  possess  the  general  powers, 
and  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  title  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  "  Of  the  general  powers,  privileges  and  liabilities  of 
corporations."   (Laws  of  1841,  chap.  68,  266  ;  1  R.  S.,  599.) 
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The  powers  enxunerated  in  tlia  general  statute  referred  to, 
were  those  whidi  at  common  law  pertained  to  corporations 
aggregate,  and  the  statute  was  but  declaratory  of  the  com- 
mon law  in  respect  to  the  rights  of  such  corporation.    The 
right  to  take  and  grant  property,  was  and  is  of  the  essence 
of  every  corporation,  whether  created  by  Hcense,  or  prescrip- 
tion, or  by  legislative  act,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory 
prohibition,  they  may  take  by  all  the  usual  modes  of  acquir- 
ing property.    They  always  had  the  right  at  common  law  to 
take  personal  property  by  bequest  (Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp., 
p.  Ill,  §  6;  In  the  matter  of  Howe^  1  Paige  Ch.,  214; 
MoGaslery.  Orphcm  Asylum,  9  Cow.,  437 ;  WHUams  v.  WU- 
Uamsy  4  Seld.,  530 ;.  McDonoughy  jSpV,  v.  Mv/tdooK,  15  How. 
[TJ.  S.],  367 ;  AU'y-Gen&rdlY.  Boper,  2  P.  Wms.,  126 ;  Grant 
on  Corp.,  116, 117) ;  and  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  they  have 
that  right  under  our  statutes*    In  the  statute  enumeration  of 
the  general  powers  of  all  corporations  is  that  of  Jujidmg,  pur- 
chasing and  conveying  such  real  and  personal  estate  as  the 
purposes  of  the  c(»rporation  may  require,  with  the  power  to 
Ao^  and />wvAa«^  property.  All  other  powers  necessary  to  its 
exercise  are  given.  (1  R  S.,  599,  §§  1,  3.)    This  includes  the 
powQr  of  taking  by  all  tiie  usual  sukies  of  acquiring  property 
not  forbidden  to  corporations  by  the  statute.    The  statute  of 
wills  prohibits  them  from  taking  lands  by  deoise  unless 
expressly  authorized  by  their  charters,  or  by  statute  (^  B.  S., 
57,  §  3),  but  there  is  no  statute  imposing  any  prohibition  in 
respect  to  the  manner  of  their  acquiring  personal  property. 
The  same  legislature  which  enacted  the  statute  concerning 
corporations,  enacted  the  prohibition  in  the  statute  of  wills ; 
but  unless  the  power  to  take  lands  by  devise  was  embraced 
in  the  statutory  grant  of  powers  to  corporations,  the  enact- 
ment of  the  prohibition  was  unnecessary.    It  wds,  I  think, 
embraced,  hence  the  necessity  of  the  prohibition,  and  the 
inference  is  irresistible  that  the  same  grant  of  power  vested 
in  corporations  the  capacity  of  taking  a  pecuniary  gift  by 
will.    It  is  urged  that  the  statute  has  restricted  corporations 
to  the  acquisition  of  personal  property  by  purchase  in  the 
ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term ;  but  the  interpretation  has 
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beei^  lepiKUated  by  this  court.  lo  JDowmng  v.  MarahaU 
<23  N.  Y.y  3^X  i^  ^»s  l^^ld  ^^^^  the  ^^^  corporatioDB, 
the  capadti^  of  wbieh  we  ws  now  ec^otfidering,  were  free  to 
take  money  or  personal  property  by  teetamentary  gift,  though 
it  was  to  be  liaised  by  a  coiiirersum  of  real  estate.  The  gifts, 
th^rdbre,  to  the  American  Bible  Sodety  and  the  American 
Traet  Society,  were  not  invalid  for  want  of  power  or  eapaciiy,' 
as  o(»rporations,  to  take  them,  and  this  is  the  only  ground 
^rged  against  their  validity. 

ii^  As  to  the  beqnest  to  the  American  GolonizaBtian  Society : 
This  is  a  fojpeign  coi^ratSon,  created  for  the  purpose  of  colo^ 
nizing  the  Aree  people  of  color  of  the  United  States,  aad  was 
expressly  empow^^  by  its  diarter  to  take  money,  goods  and 
chattels  by  bequest.  The  objection,  therefore,  of  want  of 
capacity  to  receiTe  a  testamentary  gift  has  no  ^pplioation. 
But  it  18  said  -that  oorporations  are  artificial  beings,  created 
by  the  sovereign  authority,  and  can  faave  .no  eadstence,  or 
ezereiBe  any  of  tl»ir  powers  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
sovereignty  wbidi  creates  them.  It  is  true  that  the  corpora- 
lion  in  question  can  have  no  l^al  existence  outside  of  the 
State  of  Maryland,  but  its  ^existence  there  may  be  recognized 
in  this  State ;  and  its  residence  in  Maryland  creates  no 
insuperable  objection  to  its  receiving  a  gift  of  money  by  will 
from  a  resident  of  New  York,  it  being  aufliorized  generally 
by  its  charter  to  take  such  gifts.  Of  course,  the  exercise  of 
this  power  depends  for  its  validity  upon  our  laws,  and  upon 
the  sanction,  express  or  implied,  of  the  State;  and  so  do  the 
exercise  within  our  jurisdiction  of  all  other  powers  of  cor- 
porations of  anotiier  sovereignty.  By  comity  we  recognize 
the  existence  of  a  corporation  in  another  State,  and  permit 
it  to  exercise  the  powers  with  which  it  is  endowed  in  our 
own,  unless  such  ex^dse  is  repugnant  to  our  policy,  or 
injurious  to  our  interests.  It  is  not  more  contrary  to  State 
policy  to  allow  an  artificial  than  a  natural-person  of  another 
State  to  take  a  testamentary  gift  of  mon^  from  a  donor 
residing  here.  This  would  undoubtedly  be  otherwise  if  our 
own  oorporations  were  without  the  faculty  of  taking  sucb 
donations ;  for  a  proliibition  upon  the  latter  would  be  a  plain 
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indication  of  State  policy  on  the  subject.  But  as  has  been 
seen,  our  corporations  are  free  to  take  personal  property  by 
bequest.  The  gift,  therefore,  to  the  American  Colonization 
Society  was  not  invalid. 

3.  The  remaining  bequest,  the  validity  of  which  is  ques- 
tioned, is,  in  the  words  of  the  will,  to  "  the  Arcot  Mission 
of  the  Beformed  Dutch  Church,  to  be  used  for  the  education 
of  the  heathen  boy  on  whose  account  I  have  heretofore 
advanced  money."  The  Arcot  Mission  was  a  volimtary 
association  of  male  and  female  missionaries,  located  in  south- 
'em  Asia.  This  body  of  missionaries  had  its  own  officers, 
a  secretary  and  treasurer,  and  was,  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
in  1858,  associated  with,  or  undw  the  control  of  the  Board 
of  Foreign  Missions  of  the  Keformed  Dutch  Church,  a  body 
which  was  not  incoirporated  until  1860.  The  object  of  the  mis- 
sion was  ^'  to  preach,  and  teach  both  children  and  adults,  and 
generally  to  disseminate  Christianity  among  the  people  in  the 
region  where  it  was  located."  Its  functions  were  exercised  at 
large,  and  not  with  reference  to  specific  individuals.  It  cannot 
be  implied  from  the  expression  "  to  be  used  for  the  education  of 
the  heathan  boy  on  whose  account  I  have  heretofore  advanced 
money,"  that  some  particular  person  was  intended  by  the  tes- 
tatrix. In  connection  with  the  proofe,  it  is  obvious  that  this 
and  previous  contributions  were  general  —  for  our  heathen 
boy — a  form  not  unusual  with  a  continuous  charity  when  no 
particular  recipient  is  within  the  view  of  the  donor.  Indeed 
if  it  was  a  trust  credited  for  the  use  of  a  particular  person,  a 
single  individual ;  it  would  not  bo  a  "  charity "  in  a  legal 
sense ;  for  to  cocfstitute  a  charity  the  use  must  be  public  in 
its  nature.  (Ornmam/  v.  jButoher,  1  Turn.  &  Euss.)  But 
whether  the  use  be  a  charitable  or  private  one,  it  is  invalid, 
for  the  reason  that  there  is  no  trustee  competent  to  take  the, 
fund  so  as  to  secure-its  appropriation  to  the  purpose  intended. 
Where  there  is  no  trustee  appoint^  having  l^al  capacity 
to  take  and  hold  a  gift,  the  legal  estate  can  never  vest  and 
of  course  no  use  can  be  raised.  There  can  be  no  valid  trust, 
unless  it  be  so  constituted  that  a  title  can  vest  in  some  person, 
natural  or  artificial  by  favor  of  the  gift  itself."   {Downing  v., 
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MwrshaU^  aa  K  T.  882.)  As  was  truly  said,  in  (hnms  v. 
The  Mismma/ry  Society  (4  Kern.,  406),  "to  constitute  a 
valid  use  there  must  bo  in  all  cases,  first,  a  trustee  legally 
competent  to  take  and  hold  the  property  \  and,  secondly,  a 
use  for  some  purpose  clearly  defined."  If  there  be  no  such 
trustee  in  the  first  instance,  the  attemped  disposition  fails.  In 
fact  there  is  no  trust,  and  a  court  of  chancery  acquires  no 
jurisfliction  of  the  case.  It  cannot  be  pretended  that  the 
"  Arcot  Mission,"  a  voluntary  and  fiuctuating  body  of  per- 
sons unknown  to  the  law  and  irresponsible  to  the  courts,  was 
legally  capable  of  taking  the  legacy  under  the  will  of  the 
testatrix.  Indeed  the  Board  of  Foreign  Missions  of  the 
Reformed  Dutch  C3iurch,  under  whose  auspices  the  missionary 
labor  at  Arcot  was  conducted,  was  at  the  death  of  the  testatrix 
itself  incapable  of  receiving  the  gift;  not  having  been 
incorporated  for  more  than  a  year  thereafter.  . 

It  may  be  deemed  settled  in  this  State  that  a  voluntary, 
•unincorporated  association  has  not  legal  capacity  to  receive 
a  donation,  even  for  a  purpose  denominated  "  charitabje." 
In  Owens  v.  I%e  Missiona/ry  Society  (4  Kern.,  380),  the 
question  was  whether  a  bequest  to  such  an  association;  for  a 
"charitable"  purpose  was  valid.  It.  was  held  that  it  was 
pot  on  account  of  its  want  of  capacity  to  take  the  fund  and 
effectuate  the  charity.  So,  also,  a  similar  coucluslon  was 
reached  in  Dovming  v.  MarshdU  (23  N.  T.,  366).  There  the 
bequest  was  to  an  unincorporated  body  of  persons,  known 
as  the  Home  Missionary  Society.  The  purpose  of  the  trust 
was  religious  or  charitable.  The  fund  was  to  be  devoted 
to  the  same  object  as  in  the  present  case,  viz.,  christian  mis- 
sionary labor.  The  bequest  was  held  void  for  want  of  a 
competent  trustee. 

These  conclusions  upon  the  disputed  matters  in  the  will 
accord  with  those  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  lead  to  an 
affirmance  of  its  judgment  in  the  suits. 

I  am  in  favor  of  such  affirmance  with  costs  of  appeal  to 
the  three  incorporated  societies  to  be  paid  by  the  executor 
from  thie  assets  of  the  estate ;  but  without  costs  of  the  appeal 
to  the  Arcot  Mission.     Indeed,  so  much  of  the  judgment  of 
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C|pt9i0R  «r  tlM  CkMU!^  per  BaaoQOM;  J. 

th«  General  Term  vgaFeeostB  of  tififesl  to  die  i^^Mot  Uie- 
eiea  dumld  be  revened. 

AUconenTi 

Jii4Kment  affinaed. 


William  Tkublow,  Hospondent,  v.  MBtfvsir  G-.  Putetah, 
Appenant. 

A  tcmataUfe  levyiag  upoo  tbe  loteaert  of  MimtfMf t  in  ^xoetftMiv  In  itmwmy 
-legaUy  held  \)j  a  Ihird  JMur^  m  virtue  of  an  exiBting  lieo,  cannot  remove  th^ 
property  from  tbe  poBeeflsion  of  such  third  partj;  and  if  he  doee  so  he  will 
be  liable  therelbr. 

L.  JSL  Pike^  for  tbe  respondent* 

W.  A.  Beach^  for  the  appellant 

!B0&2«)ojf,  J.  HiB  WM  aa  acftion  ^cf  leplefin  fdi*  t»veft 
wwm^  machines  tnantifacttired  by  one  Leeler,  of  whom  the 
plaintiiF  wafi  agoit  and  factor,  and  on  which  be  had  «  fien  for 
hid  advances  and  commissioim,  to  a&  amonnt  beyond  tihe 
i^akie  oi  tihe  ppopeity.  D^endant,  as  constable,  levied  on 
same  nnder  an  aittachment  agaimrt;  Lester,  attd  was  abont 
removing  them,  trhen  plaint^  replevied  them  in  tins  aetion. 
l>efendant  oflisred  to  prove  wbat  West  (the  agent  in  diargt 
of  the  shop  where  the  sewiaig  madiines  were),  said  as  to  'vA&m 
he  acted  for  whaie  in  the  f^Cff  engaged  in  the  bnamess^  on 
b^ng  inqnired  ef  by  the  plamtiff  in  the  'attachment.  The 
evidence  was  overruled  and  an  exception  taken. 

1.  I  lan  inclined  to  tihink  Lester  had  a  leviable  btterest  m 
the  sewing  machines,  liable  to  be  sold  on  Meeatioa,  but  as 
plaintiff  was  in  poBsessien,  having «  TaMd  lien  idbereen,  and 
(fecial  pioperty  theiehi,  iSbxif  weve  not  liable  to  be  taken 
out  of  plaintifiTs  possessicm  any  move  &an  Ibe  goods  of  a 
partnership  fwm  the  possession  of  Ae  firm,  on  «n  execution 
against  an  individital  partner.  Hmce,  iSiat  1^  coni^taUe 
was  liable  to  an  action  for  removing  tiie  goods,  and  fer  t^eir 
whole  value,  tf  &e  li^^i  exceeded  sndh  value. 
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2.  I  am  alflo  inclined  to  think  the  objection  to  the  attach- 
ment (which  wttj  overmled  at  the  circuit)  cannot  be  consid- 
ered. 'The  •defendant  may  have  other  •fnridefiee  1x>  eiepkem, 
or  account  for  the  apparent  defeet  in  the  attachment. 

S.  I  think  the  e^adenoe  objected  4;o  wa»  properly  eseliided. 
West  wtis  in  xiairgB  of  ^tC'sbop,  but  not  lo  imBwer  nnivatber- 
ized  questions  ^  to  who  was  his  principal.  Neither  Lester 
nor  Truslow  put  him  there  for  that  purpose. 

Nor  was  the  evidence  similar  in  principle  to  that  admitted 
in  behalf  of  the  plaiuti£  There  the  dieriff  loYied  on  the 
property  in  the  shop  of  which  West  was  in  charge,  and  it 
was  proper  to  show  that  West  notified  him  at  the  time,  that 
the  property  was  Tr^dow^e  and  not  Lofter'M.  It  was  a  tnoiioe 
proper  to  be  prpveu^  to  show  that  the  constable  had  informa- 
tion as  to  the  title,  and  to  prevcDt  any, pretense  of  jastegpjpd 
upon  Truslow  from  the  ailence  of  hia  alleged  ^gent  whan  a 
claim  was  being  made  on  the  property  as  belonging  to  Lester. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

All  affirm  except  8HU>KBr,  J, 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Dahibl  Honbgsbbbobb  v.  Thb  Sboond  AvBNiTB  Kailboad 

If  an  infant  inaiBt  on  a  right  of  action  he  must  show  oomplianoe  with  the  eon- 
■   ditions  on  which  his  right  of  action  is  to  arisei  irrespeetiye  of  his  age. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  tte  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
of  the  city  of  New  York  affirming  a  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  in  that  court. 

'The  plaintiff  sues  to  recover  damages  sustained  by  him  in 
consequence  of  injuries  inflicted  on  his  infant  son  by  the 
negligence  of  one  of  the  defendants'  servants.  The  defend- 
ants deny  the  plaintiff's  allegations,  and  say  that  the  injuries 
were  occasioned  by  the  carelessness  of  the  boy.  On  the  trial 
the  following  facts  were  shown : 

Solomon,  the  plaintiff's  son,  on  the  22d  of  May,  1857,  was 
attending  the  ptlblic  school  situated  on  the  east  side  of  the 
First  avenue,  a  little  north  of  Ninth  street.  He  lived  in 
Ninth  street,  on  the  west  side  of  the  avenue.  At  three 
p.  M.,  just  as  the  scholars  were  let  out  from  school,  and  the 
boys,  including  plaintiff's  son,  were  chasing  each  other  and 
tapping  each  other  with  their  books,  one  of  the  defendants' 
cars  was  being  driven  up  town  by  one  of  their  drivers.  A 
person  had  just  before  that  got  on  the  platform  in  front,  and 
was  standing  near  the  driver,  and  the  driver  was  conversing 
with  him.  The  driver's  face  was  turned  toward  this  passen- 
ger and  his  body  was  turned  a  little  toward  him.  At  this 
point  of  time  the  boy  was  crossing  the  avenue  on  his  way 
home.  He  was  running  across  the  avenue  from  east  to  west. 
According  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  he  fell  on  the  track. 
The  horses,  at  the  time  he  fell,  were  some  distance,  half  the 
car's  length,  from  him.  The  driver  did  not  see  the  boy  until 
his  attention  was  called  to  him,  and  did  not  see  him  as  soon 
as  the  passenger  who  was  on  the  platform  with  him.  When 
his  attention  was  called  to  the  boy,  he  did  not  manifest  suf- 
ficient energy  or  impulse.  The  car  might  have  been  stopped 
before  reaching  the  boy.  It  was  not  stopped  until  the  car 
had  passed  completely  over  the  boy  and  a  length  and  a  half 
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beyond.  According  to  the  defendants'  evidence,  the  boy  ran 
against  the  flank  of  one  of  the  horses  attached  to  the  car,  and 
the  driver  immediately  applied  the  brake  and  stopped  the 
car  as  soon  as  he  could.  The  car  passed  over  the  boy's  arm 
and  crushed  it.  It  had  to  be  amputated  above  the  elbow 
joint.  The  age  of  the  boy  is  not  in  proof,  though  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendants  asBumed  that  he  was  only  six  years  of 
age,  and  it  is  stated  in  the  complaint,  and  not  denied  in  the 
answer,  that  he  was  six  and  a  half  years  old. 

There  was  conflicting  evidence. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  $869.50  damages,-  beiiig  the 
amount  of  outlay  occasioned  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  accident;. 

The  general  question  of  negligence  was  left  to  the  jury 
under  a  charge  from  the  presiding  judge,  so  far  objected  to, 
that  "  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  injury 
was  produced  by  the  negUgence  of  the  defendants — by  their 
exclusive  n^ligence— and  that  the  boy's  negligence  did  not 
contribute  to  it."  But  the  judge  further  charged  that  "  in 
determining  what  would  be  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
boy,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  a  child  of  the  agp  of 
the  boy  is  to  be  held  to  the  same  degree  of  caution,  foresight 
and  discretion  that  would  be  exacted  from  an  adult.  If 
the  child  has  arrived  at  an  age  in  which  its  parents,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  are  justified  in  permitting  him 
to  go  to  school  alone  and  unattended;  and  if  they  are 
chargeable  with  no  negligence  in.  suffering  him  to  do  so,  th^ 
child,  while  in  the  public  streets,  is  to  be  held  only  to  the 
exercise  of  that  caution  and  discretion  of  which  children  of 
his  age  a/re  presuTmd  to  he  cofpahleP  If  he  does  that,  it  is 
all  that  the  law  can  require.  There  may  be  cases  in  which 
an  adult,  in  going  through  or  crossing  the  public  street, 
would  be  expected  to  exercise  a  degree  of  discretion  and 
judgment  in  respect  to  the  safety  of  his  person,  or  to  avoid 
accidents  which  would  not  to  the  same  extent  be  expected 
from  a  child,  though  he  had  arrived  sufficiently  at  years  of 
discretion  to  justify  his  parents  in  allowing  him  to  go  into 
the  public  streets,  and  especially  in  going  to  and  from  schooh 

To  this  charge  the  defendants  excepted.  .       . 
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John  K.  PorteTy  for  the  defendants,  appellants. 

H00SB001C9  J.  The  charge  of  the  judge  as  constmed  in  the 
"fi^t  of  the  evidence  nrost  l)e  considered  as  applied  to  * 
cMld  of  some  rix  or  seven  years  of  age.  That  was  the  age 
f^ated  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  and  not  denied  in  the 
Answer,  and  assumed  in  tihe  defendantsP  request  to  cliarge  the 
jury  and  not  then  controverted.  Bo  understood,  and  remem- 
bering also  the  fact  that  tiie  father  and  not  tiie  child  is  the 
plaintiff  in  the  acftion,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  charge  was 
erroneous.  Even  as  applied  to  tihe  child  if  he  liad  been 
plaintiff,  I  do  not  see  liow  such  a  charge  oould  be  sustained 
df  we  adhere  to  the  case  of  Hwrt/idd  t.  Boper  (21  Wend., 
615),  decided  five  and  twenty  years  ago  and  followed  in  sub- 
sequent cases.  (Bee  5  Hill,  282 ;  Brown  v.  MaxweU,  6  Hill, 
iSpeftcer  v.  UUea  R.  R.  Oo.^  6  Barb.,  888 ;  2T  id., 
I;  BvMm  t.  Hvd^m  Ri/aer  R.  R.  Co.,  16  N.  Y.,  251 ; 
StoTTM  V.  Oswego  <fe  Synoumee  R,  R.  Co.,  id.,  426 ;  Mtmger  t. 
Tovuwocmda  R.  R.  Co.,  4  Comst.,  859 ;  1  E.  D.  Bmith,  T4.) 

In  Ha/r^uM  v.  Roper,  the  infant  himself,  a  child  of  about 
two  years  of  age,  was  the  plaintiff,  and  Justice  Oowiof, 
spealdng  of  tiie  rule  liiat  a  negligent  party  cannot  recover 
damages  consequent  upon  a  collision  on  the  highway,  says : 
^  The  application  may  be  harsh  when  made  to  small  children ; 
as  they  are  known  to  have  no  personal  discretion,  common 
humanity  is  alive  to  their  protection,  but  they  are  not  there- 
fore exempt  from  the  l^al  rule  when  they  hring  an  action 
for  redress,  and  there  is  no  other  way  of  enforcing  it,  except 
by  reqtdring  due  care  at  the  hands  of  those  to  whom  the  law 
and  tiie  necessity  of  the  case  has  delegated  the  exercise  of 
discretion.  An  in&nt  is  not  em  j'wns.  HJe  belongs  to 
another  to  whom  discretion  in  the  care  of  his  person  is  exclu- 
sively confided.  That  person  is  heeper  and  agent  for  this 
purpose,  and  in  respect  to  third  persons,  his  act  must  be 
deemed  that  of  the  infant ;  his  neglect  the  infant's  n^lect.^' 
^  It  is  plain  in  the  nature  of  things  that  if  an  infant  insist 
on  a  right  of  action  he  must  «how  a  compliance  with  the 
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eonditiom^  on  which,  his  right  la  to  ariao^  and  this  is*  entirely 
inrespeetiTd  of  hk-  agei'^ 

In  Mmtger  v.  7%^  7(^fMMtfa«M2^  RmtttmA  Co,  (4  Oomst^ 
S49),  J'Qdge  HuBLdstKV,  in  dieBvering  the  opinion  of  Kbor  conrt^ 
while  peaking  of  the  general  role  that  in  actions  fbr  megli- 
genee  the  person  bringing  ibe  actioa  must  be  free  firont 
negligence  coiiH^ribnting  to  the  injury^  remarks  as  follows  (p. 
359)r  ''Lord  ItenMAir^  in  Lgneh  r.  Nwrdm  (1  Ad.  ft  EUk, 
39),  allowed  an  exception  in  ftm>r  of  the  plaintiff,  sevion 
yiears  old,,  who  reeeiired  an  mjniry  by  getting  into  the  de^endr 
ant's^  cart,  whadi  was  carelessly  left  in  the  streef .  The  deeir 
sion  has^  not,  bowerer,  been  followed  in  this  State  j  but  the 
negligence  and  imprndenee  of  the  par^ils  ot  gaavdisffiB  m 
allowing  a  child  of  tender  years  to  be  exposed  to  injury  in 
the*  highway  has  been  held  to  fnmish  the  same  answer  to 
an  action  by  the  child  as  th«  n«^ligence  or  other  faolt  of  an 
adolt  plaintiff  woidd  htare  done  in  a  similar  cade.  (^Hayffidd 
V.  BopeTj  21  Wend.,  616  ;  Broum  v.  MaxweU,  6  Hill^  6a2i>" 

In  WUleitg  t.  TRe  B^ffmlo  cmd  Rooheder  EaiDroad  O0.  (14 
Bctfb.,  88&,  699t)y  the  same  role  was  applied  in  the  ease  of  a 
lanatie,  who,  being  in  oompaay  with,  his  fisktber  on  a  railroad 
train,^  was  temporarily  left  by  the  latter,  who  stepped  off  the 
car  <o  procure  some  refi*eshment,,  and  during  his  absen(^  the 
hmatic  bdng  applied  to  by  thecondnctoT  finr  his  fare^  refused 
to  pay  the  same,,  and  tberenpon  was  ejected  from  the  car,  and 
was  mm  oyer  by  another  train  of  ears  an<}  killed^ 

If^  therefore^  the  infant  had  been  plaintiff,  and  bad  been 
gnilty  of  negUgenoe,  he  eould  not  recover  nnder  tJie  law  aa 
it  is  adminietered  in  thia  State  ;  and  if  he  eonld  not  recover, 
the  &thet  cannot  necorear.  His  right  of  action  is  no  greater 
than  that  of  the  infant  wx>oId  be,  for  be  claims  throngh  the 
infant  and  npon  the  tiieory  that  the  infant  ia  free  from 
blame«  There  may  possibly  be  some  reason  for  saying  that 
as  he  adopts  the  act  of  the  infissit  and  seeks  to  derive  benefit 
from  it,  he  nraat  be  considered  as  in  the  place  of  the  infant, 
and  responsible  for  negligence  in  the  same  way  aa  if  he  had 
been  the  party  injnred«  Bnt  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that  question. 
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The  point  then  to  be  determined  is,  what  would  be  the 
degree  of  care  which  would  be  required  of  the  infant  to  exempt 
him  &bm  the  imputation  of  negligence.  I  know  of  but  one 
rule  on  the  Bubject  as  the  law  ifi  held  with  us,  and  I  think  it 
applies  to  all  persons  without  exception,  and  makes  no  dis- 
crimination on  account  of  age.  It  is  that  degree  of  care 
which  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  would  exercise  in  the 
situation  supposed.  There  is  no  other  safe  rule.'  ISo  other 
rule  would  protect  the  community.  An  infknt  of  tender 
years,  incapable  of  exercising  requisite  discretion,  is  not  to 
be  permitted  to  occupy  the  highway  for  the  purpose  of 
entitling  himself  to  an  action  for  an  injury  except  upon  the 
condition  of  being  subjected  to  the  consequences  of  n^ligence 
attached  to  persons  in  general.  Otherwise  the  tenderer  the 
age  and  the  less  the  discretion,  the  more  perfect  and  fi-equent 
the  cause  of  action,  because  more  easily  sustained  and  oftener 
occurring.  Bach  a  rule  is  not  capable  of  safe  practical 
enforcement. 

I  think  this  position  is  not  answered  by  saying  that  the 
charge  assumes  that  the  jury  should  find  the  plaintiff  free 
from  negligence  in  sending  the  boy  to  school  unprotected. 
The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  charge  that  such  act  of  the 
father  in  sending  so  young  a  child  to  school  through  so 
crowded  a  thoroughfare  as  the  streets  of  New  York,  without 
a  protector,  would  be  in  itself  negligence.  The  court  refiised 
so  to  charge,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  But  assume  that 
such  conduct  might  not  be  subject  to  the  imputation  of 
negligence,  that  is  that  a  prudent  person  might  send  his  boy 
of  six  years  old  to  school  alone  through  the  streets  of  Ifew 
York,  it  does  not  follow  that  this  particular  act  is  free  from 
negligence,  nor  such  as  would  be  likely  to  be  practiced  even  by 
boys  of  that  age.  Btor  does  it  follow  that  even  if  for  purposes 
of  education  such  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  father  should  not 
be  discouraged,  that  it  is  not  subject  to  the  condition  that  if 
the  infant  in  fact  becomes  guilty  of  negligence,  and  in  con- 
sequence thereof  suffers  a  personal  injury,  he  is  not  to  take 
advantage  of  his  own  wrong  and  thereby  entitle  himself  to 
an  action  for  redress.    The  charge  must  be  read,  I  think^  as 
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speaking  of  negligence  in  a  general  way,  in  reference  to  a 
general  practice  of  sending  children  of  such  an  age  to  school, 
as  not  censurable,  and  not  as  applied  to  the  actual  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case.  I  think  the  judgment  should  be 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  reverse  except  Selden,  MuLLngr  and  Ingsaham,  JJ. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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JoHv  K.  BioHASDS,  Executor,  etc.,  of  Piatt  BichardB,  de- 
ceased, Bespondent,  v.  Gbosge  O.  Wabrikg,  impleaded, 
eta,  Appellant. 

The  bdoner  of  a  non-negotiable  note  is  not  entitled  to  noito  ef  demand  of; 

and  of  non-payment  by,  the  maker  thereof.    By  indorsement  before  deliyezy 

or  before  negotiating  it,  he  may  be  treated  as  maker. 
Where  a  party  writes  his  name  upon  the  back  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  there 

being  no  contract  of  indorsement,  the  ooarts  giye  effect  to  it  by  allowing  the 

holder  to  overwrite  the  indorser's  name  with  the  real  contraot^  either  aa 

maker  or  guarantor. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  by  the  defendant,  George  O. 
Warring  (who  was  sued  with  James  £.  Warring  and  James 
E.  Chapman),  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  ren- 
dered in  the  fourth  district  against  all  the  defendants. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  due  upon 
a  note  in  the  following  words : 

"  One  year  after  date  we  promise  to  pay  Piatt  Bichards 
eight  hundred  dollars,  with  interest,  value  received. 

"  Amsterdam,  April  1, 1857. 

«  JAMES  E.  WARRING, 
«  JAMES  B.  CHAPMAN." 

Signed  on  the  back,  "  Obobge  O.  Wabrino." 
The  defendant,  George  O.  Warring,  alone  defended ;  and, 
after  issue,  the  cause  was  referred  to  and  heard  before  Piatt 
Potter  as  referee ;  and,  on  the  trial  before  him,  the  following 
facts  were  found : 

That  on  the  6th  of  April,  1857,  James  E.  Warring  and 
James  B.  Chapman  made  the  note  in  suit,  and  on  the  same 
day,  before  delivering  the  same  to  the  payee,  James  E.  War- 
ring took  the  note  to  George  O.  Warring  to  obtain  his  signa- 
ture thereto,  and  thereupon  George  O.  Warring  wrote  his 
name  across  the  back  of  the  same ;  and  that  afterward,  on 
the  same  day,  the  note  so  signed  was  delivered  by  Warring 
&  Chapman  to  Piatt  Bichards,  the  payee,  and  he  thereupon 
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9iAv«need  to  Warring  &  CSiapman  the  amount  of  tike  note  on 
the  credit  thereof. 

Flatt  Eiohards  died  on  the  20th  of  January,  1863,  apd  the 
plaintiff  is  his  sole  executor. 

George  O.  Warring  had  no  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
note  nor  any  benefit  therefrom,  and  never  had  any  notice  of 
demand  of  payment  of  the  makers,  or  other  protest  of  the 
note. 

Upon  these  facts  the  referee  decided  that  George  O.  War* 
ring  signed  the  note  with  the  intent  to  become  liable  to  pay 
the  same  to  the  payee,  and  th|it  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  against  all  the  defendants  as  makers  the  amount  due 
on  the  note,  and  ordered  judgment  accordingly  for  $954.33 
and  costs. 

This  judgment  having  been  i^fflrmed  at  General  Term  in 
the  fourth  district  (reported  in  39=  Barbour,  42),  the  defend- 
ant George  O.  Warring  now  appeals  to  this  court. 

Jokn  jE[.  R^noliok^  for  th^  plaintiff,  reEPpondent. 
John  K,  Porter^  for  the  defendant,  appellant. 

HooBBooM,  J.  The  defen  dant  is  prosecuted  by  the  payee  of 
a  non-negotiable  promissory  note  as  a  party  thereto.  What 
his  precise  character  and  liability  are,  is  the  question  to  be 
determined.  The  defendant  insists  that  he  is  simply  an 
indorser^  and  can  be  held  only  in  that  character,  and  that  as 
no  steps  were  taken  to  charge  him  in  that  capacity,  he  is  not 
liable.  The  plaintiff  insists  that  the  defendant  is  liable  in 
some  character  other  than  that  of  strict  indorser  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note,  that  he  cannot  be  regarded  strictly  in  the 
light  of  an  indorser  of  commercial  paper,  becauBC  the  note  is 
not  negotiable,  and  therefore  neither  possesses  the  character 
nor  is  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  an  indorser,  nor  to  require 
that  the  ordinary  steps  should  have  been  taken  to  charge  him 
as  indorser.  The  defendant's  name  appears  upon  the  back 
of  the  note,  and  in  a  perfectly  correct  though  limited  sense, 
he  may  be  said  to  have  mdorsed  the  note,  that  is  to  have 
written  his  name  upon  the  back  of  it.  If  the  note  had 
73 
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been  negotiable  it  is  clearly  settled  that  he  could  not  have  been 
held  without  a  regular  demand  and  protest  of  the  note,  and 
tiiis  upon  the  principle  that  as  the  paper  admitted  of  the  con- 
tract of  indorsement,  and  the  name  was  written  in  the  place 
and  in  the  manner  in  which  the  names  of  indorsers  usually 
appear,  he  must  be  presumed  to  have  intended  to  adopt  that 
character  and  no  other. 

But  in  the  present  case  the  defendant  is  not  an  indorser  in 
the  commercial  sense,  and  the  paper  does  not  on  its  face  import 
the  contract  of  indorsement.  We  cannot,  therefore,  presume 
an  intention  to  assume  only  the  restricted  liability  of  an 
indorser.  The  defendant  must,  therefore,  be  held  in  some 
other  character,  or  must  be  absolutely  discharged  as  not  hav- 
ing contracted  any  effectual  legal  liability  whatever.  We 
cannot  presume  that  he  designed  to  contract  no  liability  what- 
ever, for  he  has  signed  the  note,  and  apparently  to  give  the 
benefit  and  responsibility  of  his  name  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  same  should  be  negotiated ;  and  there  are  cases  which 
have  held  parties  who  have  signed  under  such  circumstances, 
so  that  there  is  no  legal  impossibility  which  prevented  the 
defendant  from  becoming  liable  in  some  form. 

The  defendant  signed  the  note  before  it  was  negotiated ; 
he  signed  it  at  the  request  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  makers, 
to  enable  them  to  raise  money  on  it ;  he  signed  it,  as  the 
referee  has  found,  "  with  the  intent  to  become  liable  to  pay 
the  same  to  the  payee."  It  was  negotiated  to  the  payee  alter 
he  had  thus  signed  it,  and  the  money  obtained  upon  it;  in 
fact,  we  may  presume  upon  the  credit  of  his  name.  He 
ought,  therefore,  to  be  held  upon  it,  if  it  may  be  done  con- 
sistently with  the  rules  of  law ;  and  I  think  he  may  be  with- 
out violating  any  legal  principle.  It  is  impossible,  as  before 
stated,  to  confer  upon  him  the  character  of  an  indorser,  or, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence,  to  infer  that  he  intended  to 
assume  that  relation.  Nor,  in  my  opinion,  does  the  evidence 
of  what  took  place  when  he  made  his  signature — ^if  that  evi- 
dence be  admissible — show  that  he  intended  to  contract  in 
that  character.  He  was  first  presented  by  the  maker  of  the 
note  with  one  similar  to  the  present,  except  that  it  was  pay- 
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able  on  demand,  and  asked  to  indorse  it,  which  he  declined 
to  do,  but  said  he  would  indorse  it  if  made  pajable  one  year 
after  date.  The  present  note  was  then  drawn,  and  the  sig- 
nature of  the  defendant  procured.  It  is  fair  to  infer  from 
this  evidence  that  by  the  language  employed  the  defendant 
was  not  contemplating  the  contingent  liability  of  an  indorser 
only  in  the  strict  sense  of  that  term ;  for  the  law,  which  he 
IS  presumed  to  know,  did  not  admit  of  such  a  relation;  but 
rather  that  he  would  indorse  the  paper  by  writing  his  name 
upon  the  back  of  it,  and.  contract  thereby  such  relations  to 
the  other  parties  to  the  paper  as  such  a  signature  would  con- 
fer or  entail  upon  him.  And  the  referee  has,  in  eflfect,  found 
that  he  intended  to  assume  such  a  relation.  He  designed, 
then,  to  be  a  surety  of  the  makers- to  the  payee,  and  may  be 
held  in  that  character.  What  precise  name  such  a  relation 
entitles  him  to,  it  is  perhaps  not  indispensable  to  determine, 
as  I  think  a  complaint  setting  out  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  note  was  executed,  the  manner  of  the  signature, 
and  the  intent  of  the 'party  to  become  liable  thereon,  would 
show  a  cause  of  action  which  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover.  He  is,  in  effect,  a  maker  of  the  note,  an  original 
party  to  the  instrument,  whose  name,*  equally  with  that  of 
the  other  makers,  was  intended  to  give  corrency  and  credit 
to  it  in  the  hands  af  the  payee,  and  on' the  faith  of  whose 
signature,  either  as  principal  or  as  surety  for  the  other 
makers,  the  paper  was  discounted.  The  signature  on  the 
back  of  the  instrument  is  not  inconsistent  with  his  liability 
as  maker,  if  he,  in  fact,  intended  to  assume  that  character. 
Perhaps  also  he  may  be  held  as  guarantor.  A  contract  of 
that  description  does  not  appear  to  me  irreconcilable  with 
the  liability  he  intended  to  assume ;  and  if  he  meant  to  be 
liable  in  that  character  a  contract  of  that  description  might 
be  written  over  his  name,  and  I  think  a  consideration  "  tot 
value  received  "  therein  stated,  inasmuch  as  the  facts  devel- 
oped on  the  trial  show  a  sufficient  consideration  to  bind  him. 
It  is  enough,  however,  in  my  opinion,  to  declare  that  he  is 
liable,  on  the  facts  proved,  to  pay  the  note,  and  it  is  not 
important  whether  he  be  called  by  one  name  or  another.    I 
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find  only  a  single  reported  case  in  our  own  reports  resting  on 
facts  precisely  similar  to  those  which  appear  in  the  present 
case.  That  is  the  case  of  Ghriswold  v.  Sloown  (10  Barb.,  402). 
The  result  arrived  at  in  that  case  is  the  same  aa  that  to 
which  I  have  come.  The  cases  there  referred  to  {8ec^>y/ry  v. 
Hungerford,  2  Hill,  84 ;  and  HaU  v.  Newoomb,  8  Hill,  233 ; 
7  id.,  416)  adopt  a  course  of  reasoning  which  I  think  warrants 
a  similar  conclusion.  The  case  of  8eymav/r  v.  Vcm  Slyek  (8 
Wend.,  404)  in  effect  decided  what  is  declared  in  the  head- 
note,  to  wit :  that  ^Hhe  indorser  of  a  note  not  negotiable  has 
no  right  in  an  action  against  him  to  insist  upon  a  previous 
demand  of  the  maker  and  notice  of  non-payment.  The 
indorsement  is  equivalent  to  a  guaranty  that  the  note  will 
be  paid,  and  not  a  conditional  undertaking  to  pay  if  the 
maker  does  not.  An  absolute  guaranty  may  be  written 
over  the  indorsement  upon  which  a  recovery  may  be  had." 
The  only  difference  which  I  discover  between  that  note  and 
the  present  one  is  that  in  that  the  name  of  the  indorser  did 
appear  in  the  body  of  the  paper  as  payee  thereof,  while  in 
this  the  plaintiff's  name  is  inserted  as  payee.  The  cases  upon 
this  branch  of  the  law  —  mostly,  however,  confined  to  comr 
merdal  paper — are  numerous,  and  have  undergone  searching 
examination,  and  have  led  to  some  conflict  of  decision.  It 
is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them  at  large.  I  think  the  result 
of  the  authorities  is  very  well  expressed  by  the  compiler  of 
Abbott's  Digest,  in  a  note  to  page  440  of  the  first  volume, 
in  the  following  words :  "  If  the  note  is  not  negotiable,  the 
payee  is  authorized  to  overwrite  a  contract  of  guaranty,  or 
an  original  promise  to  pay  the  note,  over  the  name  indorsed, 
and  may  maintain  an  action  thereon ;  because,  unless  the 
indorsement  is  held  to  imply  such  an  authority,  it  is  wholly 
inoperative  and  senseless,  as  there  can  be  no  liability  aa 
indorser  in  strictness  of  a  non-negotiable  note." 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Davtes,  J.  The  referee  who  tried  this  action  found  as 
facts  that  on  the  6th  of  April,  1857,  the  defendants,  James 
E.  Warring  and  Chapman,  comprising  the  firm  of  Chapman 
&  Warring,  made  a  promissory  note  in  the  words  following : 
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"$820.  One  year  nfter  date,  we  promide  to  pay  Piatt 
Sichards  one  hundred  and  twenty  dollars,  with  interest, 
yalne  received. 

«  AmBtfflrdam,  April  1, 1857." 

That  on  the  same  day  of  the  making  thereof,  and  bdfbre 
the  delivering  of  the  note  to  the  payee,  the  said  Jamod  E. 
Warring  took  the  eaid  note  to  the  said  defendant,  Gecwge  O. 
Warring,  to  obtain  his  signature  thereto ;  that  thereupon  the 
said  George  O.  Warring  wrote  across  the  back  of  said  note 
his  name,  "George  O.  Warring;"  that  afterward  and  on 
the  same  day,  the  said  note  so  signed  was  delivered  by  the 
said  Warring  &  Chapman  to  the  said  Piatt  Richards,  who 
thereupon  advanced  to  said  Arm  of  Warring  &  C&apmanthe 
amount  of  Ae  said  note,  upon  the  credit  thereof. 

That  afterward,  on  the  20th  of  January,  1860,  the  said 
Piatt  Richards  died,  having  made  his  will,  appointing  the 
plaintiff  executor  thereof,  etc.  That  the  defendant,  George  O. 
Warring,  had  no  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  note, 
nor  any  benefit  there&om,  and  had  no  notice  of  demand  of 
payment  of  the  makers  or  other  notice  of  protest  of  sfidd 
note.  That  the  whole  amount  of  said  note  and  tiie  interest 
thereon  were  due  and  unpaid,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
legal  owner  and  hold^  of  said  note,  and  as  -conclusions  of 
law  he  found,  that  the  defendant,  George  O.  Warring, 
signed  the  said  note  with  the  intent  to  become  liable  to 
pay  tihe  same  to  the  payee.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  against  all  the  defendants  as  makers  the  amount 
of  said  note  and  interest. 

Judgment  upon  the  report  was  entered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  $954.33,  with  costs,  and  the  same  was  affirmed 
at  General  Term. 

The  cases  of  Sail  v.  Newcoinh  (7  Hill,  416),  and  Spie%  v. 
OH/nuyre  (1  Comst.,  321),  have  finally  settled  the  law  in  this 
State,  that  when  the  paper  is  negotiable,  the  party  indorsing 
it  as  security,  before  delivering  it  to  the  payee,  could  be  held 
liable  only  as  indorser,  and  is  entitled  to  notice  of  protest 
after  demand  made  of  the  maker.     But  this  rule  is  applica- 
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ble  only  to  paper  negotiable  and  not  to  paper  not  negotiable. 
In'  reference  to  the  latter  class  there  cannot,  legally  speaking, 
be  a  contract  of  indorsement,  and  all  parties  to  such  paper, 
if  charged  at  all,  can  only  be  charged  either  as  makers  or  as 
guarantors.  This  distinction  is  fully  recognized  as  well  by 
text  writers  as  by  the  authorities.  (Edwards  on  Bills,  167, 
230.)  When  a  party  writes  his  name  on  the  back  of  a  note 
not  negotiable,  as  there  is  no  contract  of  indorsement,  the 
courts  endeavor  to  prevent  the  utter  failure  of  the  contract 
by  giving  it  eifect  in  some  other  way,  as  by  allowing  the 
holder  to  overwrite  the  indorser's  name  with  the  real  con- 
tract implied  by  law,  or  recover  against  him  as  a  maker  or 
guarantor  of  the  note.  {Seymour  v.  Van  Sh/ckj  8  Wend., 
403,  421,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Deem  v.  JSoZZ,  17  Wend., 
214 ;  Joasekjn  v.  Ames^  3  Mass.,  274 ;  SwfU  v.  AdcmiSy  5 
Mass.,  358;  Herriok  v.  Ga/rmcm^  12  Johns.,  169;  Deem  v. 
HaU,  17  Wen.d.,  219;  Seabwry  v.  Hwngerford^  2  Hill,  80; 
HaU  V.  Nefwcomh^  3  Hill,  233;  Chnsmold  v.  Slocmn^  10 
Barb.,  402.) 

The  latter  case  is  quite  in  point.  There  the  action  was 
against  William  Slocum,  who  had  written  his  name  on  a 
non-negotiable  note  payable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  court,  in 
its  opinion,  say  that  the  defendant  put  his  name  on  the  note 
as  security  at  the  time  the  note  was  made  and  before  its 
delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  law  was  well  settled 
that  under  such  circumstances  the  defendant  may  be  held 
liable  as  maker  or  guarantor.  Unless  he  is  thus  liable,  he 
escapes  all  liability  on  his  contract.  His  name  is  placed  on 
the  back  of  the  note,  but  he  is  not  strictly  an  indorsor, 
because  a  legal  indorsement  can  only  be  made  on  a  negotia- 
ble note. 

In  Josseh/n  v.  Ames  {mprd)^  it  was  held  that  an  indoiBce 
for  a  valuable  consideration  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  may 
write  over  the  name  of  the  person  whose  name  is  written  on 
the  back  of  the  note,  a  promise  to  pay  the  contents  of  the 
note  to  the  indorsee,  who  may  maintain  an  action  upon  such 
a  promise,  against  such  person.  This  was  virtually  making 
the  defendant  liable  as  a  maker.     This  decision  has  been 
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frequently  recognized  as  law  by  the  courts  of  this  State,  in 
the  cases  already  cited.  In  Seabwry  v.  Hv/ngerford  {mprd)^ 
Bronson,  J.,  said  "  if  the  note  had  not  been  negotiable,  or  if 
f  jr  any  other  reason,  the  case  had  been  snch  that  the  defend- 
a  it  could  not,  by  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence,  have  been 
charged  as  an  indorser,  and  here  had  been  an  agreement  that 
he  would  answer  in  some  other  form,  then  the  plaintiff  might 
have  written  over  the  name  such  a  contract  as  would  carry 
into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties.  When  a  contract 
cannot  be  enforced  in  the  particular  mode  contemplated  by 
t'le  parties  the  court  rather  than  suffer  the  agreement  to  fail 
altogether,  will  if  possible  give  effect  to  it  in  some  other  way." 
And  in  HaU  v.  NevoconfJ)  {awprd)^  Justice  Cowkn  said  the 
right  to  require  presentment  and  notice,  depended  entirely  on 
the  fact  of  negotiability.  That  when  the  contract  was  that 
of  indorsements,  which  was  always  the  case  upon  a  negotiable 
note,  the  giving  it  effect  in  any  other  form,  would  therefore, 
be  going  beyond  the  principle  which  makes  a  contract  inure, 
as  having  a  different  effect,  from  what  its  direct  words 
impart.  That  such  a  forced  construction  should  never  be 
made,  except  to  prevent  a  failure  of  the  contract  altogether. 
Ut  res  mcbgis  valeat^  qucmi  pereat^  This  maxim,  in  Seabury 
v.  Hungerford^  furnished  the  only  ground  for  changing  a 
simple  indorsement  into  a  guaranty,  or  an  absolute  promise. 
Being  in  a  note  payable  to  the  holder,  not  negotiable,  and  so 
no  possibility  of  raising  the  ordinary  obligation  of  indorser, 
there  was  then  room  to  infer  that  a  different  obligation  was 
intended,  whether  the  indorsement  be  for  the  purpose  of  giv- 
ing the  maker  credit  on  a  future  advance  or  not. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  no  such  ambiguity 
prevails.  The  referee  hatf  found  that  the  defendant,  George 
O.  Warring,  signed  the  note  with  the  intent,  to  become 
liable  to  pay  the  same  to  the  payee.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  this  finding  is  characterized  by  the  referee  as  a  finding 
of  a  conclusion  of  law.  It  is  nevertheless  a  finding  of  a  fact 
in  the  action,  and  is  none  the  less  so,  although  designated  as 
a  finding  of  a  conclusion  of  law.  We  regard  the  findings  of 
referees  what  they  in  truth  and  in  fact  are,  disregarding 
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the  name^givetL  tothem.  It  is  thet*efore  incontrovertible  that 
thifi  defendant  eigned  his  name  to  this  note,  beeanBe  it  was 
deliv^ed  to  the  plaintiff's  testator ;  that  it  was  so  signed  with 
the  intent  of  giving  or  obtaining  credit  from  him,  and  that 
the  tQoney  was  advanced  on  the  faith  of  siich  signature.  We 
hare  seen  that  it  is  not  a  contract  of  indorsement,  and  there 
would  be  a  singular  failure  of  justice  if  he  did  not  regard 
the  contract  of  the  d^ndant,  what  all  parties  intended  at  the 
time  it  should  be,  namely,  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
aiit  to  pay  the  money  advanced  on  the  fidth  of  the  note,  with 
his  signature  thereon.  Concede  that  it  was  a  contract  of 
suretyship,  it  follows  conclusively  that  it  was  not  a  contract 
of  indorsement,  upon  which,  as  preliminary  to  the  defendant's 
liability,  there  should  have  been  a  demand  of  payment  of  the 
makers,  and  notice  of  such  demand  and  refiisal  to  the  defend* 
ant,  as  was  observed  by  the  court  in  Oriswold  v.  Slocwm^ 
(svjpra).  The  reason  why  this  is  not  the  law  in  regard  to 
paper  not  n^otiable,  is  to  prev^it  an  entire  failure  of  jmtice. 
•Ut  res  magia  n^aleat,  qumn  pereai.  Not  being  liable  as 
indosser,  if  he  cannot  be  held  responsible  as  maker  or 
guarantor,  the  party  escapes  all  accountability  on  his  con- 
iTact.  This  distinction  in  this  respect,  between  pape)* 
negotiable  and  not  negotiable,  has  been  plainly  reec^ized, 
and  is  now  wdQ  established.  All  the  conflict  of  authority  has 
bedn  in  regard  to  negotiable  paper.  Th«*e  has  been  no  con- 
flict in  regard  to  pap^  not  negotiable. 

In  the  present  case  it  cannot  be  said,  that  m  holding  this 
defendant  accountable  upon  the  contract  he  has  ent^ed  into^ 
the  court  is  making  for  him  a  different  contract  than  that 
made  by  himself.  He  certainly  did  not  make  a  contract 
of  indorsement  which  only  require  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  his  liability,  a  demand  of  the  mak^  for  payment,  and 
notice  of  duch  d^nand  and  reftisal,  to  the  defendant,  as 
indorser.  He  certainly  entered  into  some  c<»i  tract  with  the 
plaintiff's  testator.  What  was  that  contract  ?  It  is  believed 
thait  it  has  been  satisfactorily  shown  to  be  a  contract  of 
guaranty,  or  that  of  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  as  one  of  the 
makers  of  the  note,  in   which  aspect  we  regard  it.     The 
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defendant's  liability  to  pay  ia  unquedtioned,  and  therefore 
tlie  jitdgiue&t  against  kim  was  correct,  and  shoxdd  be  affirmed. 

All  affirm  ex-cept  Bskio,  Ok  J.,  and  JoBJBfaoSy  J. 

Jadgmtet  affirmed. 


William  Van  Mabtee  v.  HmAM  O.  Hotohkiss,  impleaded 
witk  Philip  0.  Wkllb. 

The  proviaion  of  the  State  Conatitution  respecting  trial  by  jury  is  not  that  it 
iftiall  be  nei&d  in  ail  icafies,  but  in  all  cases  in  whioh  H  had  been  thereto- 
fore uaed. 

The  practice  of  referring  issoea,  the  trial  of  which  would  require  the  examma- 
tion  of  long  accounts,  has  prevailed  by  the  practice  of  the  courts  from  time 
imtnemorial,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution. 

Denio,  Ch.  J.  The  appeal  in  this  case  is  by  the  defendant, 
from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  rendered  on  the  re- 
port of  a  single  referee.  The  only  point  made  by  the  appellant 
is,  that  the  order  of  reference  wafi  unauthorized  and  illegal. 

The  action  was  for  services  of  the  plaintiff,  as  the  attorney 
and  counsel  of  the  defendants  in  an  action  prosecuted  by 
them,  as  plaintiffs,  against  one  Q  age,  and  for  various  disburse- 
ments in  that  action.  The  printed  case  on  this  appeal  con- 
tains an  order  for  reference,  which,  after  the  entitling  of 
the  action,  is  in  these  words :  "  On  reading  and  filing  affi- 
davits, showing  due  ccmse  therefor ^  and  on  motion  of  C.  L. 
Lyon,  of  counsel  for  plaintiff,  and  on  hearing  D.  H.  Devoe, 
Esq.,  defendant's  counsel,  in  opposition  thereto,  it  is  hereby 
ordered  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  referred 
to  Hiram  K.  Jerome,  Esq.,  a  counsel  of  this  court,  residing  at 
Palmyra,  N.  Y.,  as  sole  referee  to  hear  and  determine*  the 
same,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  this  motion  to  the  successful 
party,  in  the  event  of  the  suit.  It  does  not  appear  that  there 
was  any  appeal  to  the  General  Term  from  this  order.  The 
affidavits  used  on  the  motion,  and  referred  to  in  the  order, 
are  not  contained  in  the  return ;  and  no  objection  appears  to 
have  been  taken  on  the  trial  to  the  case  being  heard  before 
the  referee.  Both  parties  were  examined  as  witnesses  in 
their  own  behalf,  respectively,  on  the  merits,  and  no  excep- 
tion was  taken  to  the  report. 
74 
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Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Johnson,  J. 

The  position  taken  in  the  appellant's  points  arc,  first,  that 
compulsory  references  are  a  violation  of  the  constitntional 
guaranty  of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury;  and,  second,  that 
this  being  an  action,  as  it  is  said,  to  recover  a  single  item,  it 
is  impossible  that  there  could  have  been  a  long  account. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  these  objections  are  seriously 
made.  The  practice  of  referring  issues,  the  trial  of  which 
would  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account,  had  pre- 
vailed, by  the  practice  of  the  courts,  if  not  since  the  establish- 
ment of  the  State  government,  certainly  from  time  whereof 
the  memory  of  the  profession  runneth  not  to  the  contrary, 
when  the  last  Constitution  was  adopted.  The  provision  of 
that  instrument,  as  well  as  of  the  prior  State  Constitutions, 
respecting  the  trial  by  jury,  was  not  that  it  should  be  used 
in  all  cases,  but  that  in  all  cases  in  which  it  had  been  there- 
tofore used  it  should  remain  inviolate  forever.  (Const,  of  1846, 
§  2.)  That  language  was,  without  doubt,  employed  for  the 
purpose  of  retaining,  or  allowing  the  Legislature  to  retain, 
the  other  modes  of  trial  which  it  had  been  the  practice  to 
resort  to  in  exceptional  cases. 

If  it  were  conceded  that  we  could,  on  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment,  examine  the  evidence  upon  which  an  order  for 
reference  had  been  made,  which  is  a  point  not  necessaiy  to 
be  decided,  we  could  not  do  so  in  this  case,  where  the  affidar 
vits  read  on  the  motion  for  the  reference  had  not  been 
returned.  The  action  being  upon  contract,  it  might  or  might 
not  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account,  and  we  are 
to  presume  that  the  evidence  produced  on  the  motion  author- 
ized the  order  which  was  made.  If  we  look  into  the  complaint 
and  the  evidence  upon  the  trial  contained  in  this  case,  it  will 
be  apparent  that  the  issue  was  one  to  which  a  reference  was 
peculiarly  applicable. 

The  appeal  was  wholly  without  merits,  and  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  ought  to  be  affirmed,  with  damages  for  the  delay. 

Johnson,  J.  There  is  manifestly  nothing  in  either  of  these 
cases  which  this  court  can  review.^  The  actions  are  all 
between  attorney  and  client,  to  recover  compensation  for 
services  rendered  and  disbursements  made  professionally. 
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Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Johnson,  J. 

There  is  no  exception  to  the  report  of  the  referee,  and  no 
question  was  raised  in  the  course  of  the  trial  on  which  any 
point  is  made  by  the  appellant's  counsel. 

The  only  ground  of  error  alleged  is,  that  the  cause  was 
improperly  referred  to  be  tried  and  determined.  It  is 
claimed  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  that  the  court  had  no 
authority  to  refer,  and  that  the  order  of  reference  is  wholly 
void  and  gave  the  referee  no  jurisdiction,  and  consequently 
the  report  and  the  judgment  rendered  upon  it  are  wholly 
void.  The  appeal  has  evidently  been  brought  to  this  court 
for  the  purpose  merely  of  having  the  order  of  reference 
reviewed.  But  it  is  quite  obvious  that  that  order  cannot  be 
reviewed  in  this  way  here.  It  is  not  an  order  involving  the 
merits  and  necessarily  affecting  the  judgment  within  section 
829  of  the  Code,  and  is  not  brought  up  by  a  general  appeal 
from  the  judgment.  It  involves  a  mere  question  of  practice 
and  nothing  more.  There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  the 
assumption  that  the  action  was  taken  out  of  court  by  the 
reference  «,nd  all  jurisdiction  over  it  thereby  lost.  These 
are  all  cases  which  might  have  been  properly  referred,  upon 
the  necessary  facts  being  shown.  The  presumption  is  that  the 
necessary  facts  were  shown,  as  nothing  appears  in  the  case 
to  the  contrary.  Nothing  appears  in  either  of  the  cases  on 
the  subject  of  the  reference,  at  the  time  it  was  made,  except 
the  rule  by  which  it  was  ordered.  The  rule  recites  in  each 
case  that  the  reference  was  made  "on  reading  and  filing 
affidavit  showing  cause  therefor."  The  presumption  is, 
therefore,  that  sufficient  cause  was  shown  to  authorize  the 
reference.  Nothing  is  presumed  here  in  favor  of  the  party 
alleging  error,  but  the  error  must  appear  upon  the  record. 
{Ca/rmcm  v.  PvltZy  21  N.  T.,  547.)  There  is  not  even  an 
exception  to  the  decision  granting  the  order.  So  that  if  the 
appeal  brought  up  the  decision  granting  the  order  of  refer- 
ence for  the  review,  it  would  necessarily  be  sustained  as  the 
case  stands.  I  think  the  appeals  are  wholly  without  merit 
or  excuse,  and  that  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  all  the 
allowance  which  the  law  authorizes. 

All  concur.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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Statement  of  caae. 


Ths  Bomb  ExoHANe^B  Baxk  v.  Sabah  Eames  and  Chablbb 
SjBKLAjm,  Burviving  trostee,  cite. 

Where  the  party  claims  the  benefit  of  a  trust  con^yanoe,  treatmg  it  as  valid  in 

his  complaint  and  nowhere  therein  seeldng  to  impeach  it,  he  is  not  entitled 

to  relief  on  the  ground  that  such  conreyance  is  void. 
It  is  a  unhrenal  rale  in  diancery  lo  grant  ralidf;  if  at  all,  on  some  matter  piit 

in  iflsne  by  the  pleadings. 
A  deed  of  trust  made  for  the  payment  of  ddt>t8  extends  only  to  debts  ezistang 

at  the  time  of  making  the  deed. 
A  debt  becoming  due  subsequently  to  the  making  of  such  deed,  under  the  ad- 

of  March  22, 1811,  making  stockholders  of  eettain  corporations  liable  for  the 

debts  thereof  due  and  oitring  after  its  dissohition,  is  not  within  the  prorision 

of  such  deed. 

The  action  was  by  the  plaintife,  a  banking  association,  to 
obtain  payment  from  tmst  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  Kirkland,  of  a  jhdgment  for  $3,138  damages  and 
costs  recovered  in  December,  1855,  against  tiie  defendant  Mrs. 
Sarah  Eames  (now  deceased),  as  a  stockholder  to  tlie  amonnt 
of  $3,082  in  the  Manchester  Mannfacturing  Company,  which 
was  dissolved  in  Angnst,  1854. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  Daotel  Pratt,  with- 
out a  jury,  at  the  Oneida  Circuit,  in  June,  1857. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  admissions  con- 
tained in  the  pleading  in  this  action  made  out  their  case,  and 
rested  on  such  admissions.  The  defendant  then  gave  evi- 
dence as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  trust  property  orig- 
inally, the  debts  and  charges  upon  it,  the  management  by 
the  trustee,  the  value  and  description  of  what  was  remaining 
at  the  time  of  the  trial,  etc. 

The  evidence  being  closed  the  judge  found  as  facts : 

1.  That  each  of  the  several  allegations  of  fact  contained  in  the 
complaint  were  true.  The  fects  alleged  in  the  complaint  were, 
that  on  the  3d  of  September,  1833,  Mrs.  Sarah  Eames,  then 
being  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  a  large  amount  of  prop- 
erty, both  real  and  personal,  made  and  executed  a  deed  of 
assignment  thereof  to  KirHand  und  one  Walter  S.  Eames,  in 
trust  for  certain  purposes  therein  expressed,  among  which 
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Statement  of  oaee. 


9xe  to  pay  all  the  just  debts  af  her,  the  said  Sarah  Eames,  of 
er^rj  d^criptiozi^  etc,  which  deed  is  set  oat.  The  tniBts  in  the 
deed  are  declared  afi  follows :  ^^  Ist.  To  pay  all  my  just  debts 
of  ©very  deacription.'^  The  intent  and  object  of  this  clatise 
being  fully  to  secure  the  payment  of  all  the  "  debts  due  from 
me  of  whatever  nature  the  same  may  be."  2d.  To  pay  the 
expenaefi  of  the  trust.  3d.  To  invest  the  balance,  and  from 
the  net  income  thereof  and  such  farther  and  other  sums  as 
may  be  necessary,  to  provide  for  her  reasonable  support  and 
xoaintenanee  during  her  life.  4th.  At  her  decease  to  dk- 
tribute  all  that  remains  of  the  property  conveyed,  and  its  pro^ 
eeeds,  to  her  children  and  heirs  named.  The  complaint  then 
alleges  that  this  deed,  when  executed,  was  duly  delivered  to 
the  trustees,  and  they  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  their 
duties,  and  paid  out  of  the  transferred  property,  the  debts  of 
Mrs.  Eames  so  far  as  they  were  then  ascertained;  that 
upward  of  $4,000  still  remains  in  the  hands  of  Earkland, 
the  surviving  trustee,  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  trust,  and 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  in  the  deed  expressed ;  that  before 
and  at  the  time  the  trust  deed  was  executed,  Mrs.  Eames 
owned  $3,082  of  the  stock  of  the  Manchester  Manufacturing 
Company,  and  that  it  never  was  transferred  by  her  to  said 
trustees  on  the  books  of  the  company^  but  continued  to  stand 
in  her  name  down  to  the  8th  of  August,  1854,  at  which  time 
the  company  was  dissolved ;  that  at  the  time  of  said  dissolu* 
tion  the  plainti£&  were  creditors  of  the  company  to  the 
amount  of  over  $3,200 ;  that  the  plaintiffs  as  suoh  creditors 
lately  brought  an  action  against  Mrs.  Eames  to  recover  so 
much  of  that  debt  as  equaled  the  amount  of  stock  held  by 
her  in  said  company,  and,  in  December,  1856,  recovered 
judgment  against  her  for  $3,138.58 ;  and  that  an  execution 
has  been  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied  on  that  judgment ; 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  requested  the  trustee  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment and  he  refused  so  to  do ;  and  that  the  defendant  Mrs. 
Eames  is  owing  no  other  debts^  and  under  no  pecuniary  obli- 
gations save  said  judgment. 

2.  The  judge  further  found,  that  the  Manchester  Manu- 
facturing Company  was  organized  as  a  corporation,  under 
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and  pursnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  passed  March  22, 
1811,  entitled  "  An  act  relative  to  corporations  for  mannfac- 
taring  purposes,"  and  continned  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
said  act  as  regarded  the  personal  liability  of  its  stockholders 
to  the  time  of  its  dissolution ;  that  aU  the  property  held  by 
the  defendant  Sarah  Eames  passed  to  the  trustees  named  in 
said  deed  of  trust  on  delivery  thereof  at  the  time  of  the  date ; 
that  her  indebtedness  at  that  time  exceeded  the  amount  of 
her  personal  property ;  that  the  property  now  remaining  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant  Kirkland,  as  such  trustee,  does  not 
equal  in  value  the  real  estate  that  passed  under  such  deed  of 
trust ;  that  there  is  a  perpetual  annuity  of  $250  charged  upon 
the  trust  property  now  remaining,  payable  to  St.  Stephen's 
Church,  subject  to  which  the  trustee  holds  the  funds ;  that 
the  trust  property  now  amounts,  of  personal,  to  about  $4,750, 
and  of  real  estate  to  abe)ut  $6,000;  and  that  the  persons 
named  in  the  trust  deed  for  whom  provision  is  there  made, 
are  some  of  them  living,  and  some  are  infants. 

The  judge  found,  from  the  foregoing  facts,  as  conclusions 
of  law :  1st.  The  complaint  in  this  cause  assumes  the  val- 
idity of  the  assignment  from  Mrs.  Eames  to  the  defendant. 
2d.  By  the  trust  deed  Mrs.  Eames  became  divested  of  aU 
interest  in  the  trust  property,  and  the  entire  title  passed  to 
the  trustees,  subject  to  the  trusts  therein  expressed:  first, 
to  pay  the  debts  there  existing ;  second,  to  apply  the  income  to 
the  support  of  Mrs.  Eames  during  life ;  third,  remainder 
to  children  and  heirs  of  Mrs.  Eames.  3d.  The  debt  for 
which  this  action  was  brought  did  not  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  trust  deed,  but  accrued  in  1864, 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  company.  4th.  It  does  not, 
therefore,  come  within  the  purpose  of  any  of  the  trusts 
contained  in  the  trust  deed.  5th.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
equitable  reason  why  the  capital  of  the  trust  funds,  which  in 
equity  belong  to  the  children  and  heirs  of  Mrs.  Eames,  should 
be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

The  record  states  that  the  plaintiffs  excepted  "  to  each  and 
to  every  one  of  the  findings  of  fact,  and  of  the  findings  of 
law  by  the  court,  and  to  each  one  separately." 
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Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Weight,  J. 

The  judge  ordered  that  the  complaint  of  fhe  plaintiff  be 
dismissed,  with  costs.  Judgment  being  entered  accordingly, 
the  plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  General  Term  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  when  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  The  plaintiffi 
appeal  to  this  court. 

i^.  KemcMiy  for  the  plaintiffs. 

CI  H.  DooUtdey  for  the  defendant. 

Weight,  J.  The  general  exception  in  the  case,  if  it  raises 
any  legal  question  to  be  reviewed  here,  is  the  single  one, 
whether  the  plaintiff's  judgment  against  Mrs.  Eames  is  a 
debt  within  the  provisions  of  the  trust  deed,  which  the 
defendant  Kirkland  is  boimd  to  pay  in  the  execution  of 
the  trust.  Points,  it  is  true,  are  now  made  that  the  deed  is 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  plaintiff's  creditors  of  Mrs. 
Eames,  and  that  in  any  view  it  was  error  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, as  she  had  a  valuable  equitable  interest  in  what 
remained  of  the  trust  property  which  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to ;  but  in  the  complaint  there  was  no  allegation  or 
pretense  that  the  trust  deed  was  for  any  reason  fraudulent 
or  invalid,  or  that  Mrs.  Eames  had  any  interest  in  the  trust 
property  applicable  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  debt, 
nor  were  there  any  facts  found,  or  legal  conclusions  of  the 
court,  to  which  exception  was  taken,  bringing  up  either 
point  for  review.  The  plaintiffs  treat  the  trust  deed  as  valid 
in  their  complaint,  not  seeking  to  impeach  it,  but  claiming 
the  benefit  of  it,  as  creditors  of  Mrs.  Eames,  within  the 
scope  of  the  trust;  and  the  judgment  demanded  is  that 
the  trustee  pay  the  plaintiffs'  debt  out  of  any  trust  funds  in 
his  hands,  or  transfer  sufficient  of  the  property  to  pay  it. 
Instead  of  alleging  in  the  complaint  that  the  trust  deed  was 
void  as  to  them,  or  intended  to  defraud  creditors,  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  a  beneficial  interest  under  it,  and  the  pleading 
was  not  framed  .to  reach  any  equitable  interest  of  Mrs. 
Eames,  if  she  had  any,  but  to  obtain  payment  of  their  debt 
from  the  funds  or  estate  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  provided  for  in  the  deed. 
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Opinion  of  the  Court)  per  Wbioht,  J. 

It  is  a  rule  in  chancery,  not  affected  by  the  Code,  that  a  party 
mnst  recover  according  to  the  case  made  by  hi»  complaint,  or 
not  at  all ;  ^  seoimdem  allegata  "  as  well  aa  ^^protaiay  !N'o 
decree  can  be  made  in  &vor  of  a  plaintiff  on  gronnds  not 
stated  in  his  complaint,  nor  relief  granted  for  matters  not 
charged,  althongb  they  may  be  apparent  from  some  part  of 
the  pleadings  and  evidence.  {Kdsey  v.  Western^  2  Comst., 
506 ;  Ferguson  v.  Ferguson^  2  id.,  160 ;  Baily  v.  Bider^ 
6  Seld.,  363 ;  Thomas  v.  GaHer,  4  Barb.,  265 ;  Neo)  York 
Protective  In.swHmce  Compamy  v.  National  Insw*afnoe  Ccmr 
panj/y  20  Barb.,  473.)  If  it  be  «6  is  claimed,  that  the  deed 
was  void  as  against  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  a  conveyance  by  Mrs.  Eames  of  her  property  in 
tmst  for  her  own  use,  or  that  it  was  made  to  hinder^  delay, 
and  defrand  her  creditors,  these  matters  should  have  been 
aJleged.  Not  being  alleged  in  the  pleading,  no  proof  of 
them  could  properly  be  received,  or  no  judgment  predicated 
upon  them.  {Chautauqtta  Cour^  Bamk  v.  WhiU^  2  Seld., 
236 ;  BoAly  v.  Rider ^  supra.)  Most  dearly,  when  a  party 
claims  the  benefit  of  a  trust  conveyance^  treating  it  a3  valid 
in  his  complaint,  and  nowhere  seeking  to  impeach  it,  be  is 
not  entitled  to  any  reKef  cm  the  ground  that  it  is  void  or 
fraudulent,  or  intended  to  defraud  creditors ;  and  this  is  so 
although  it  may  aj^ear  to  be  fraudulent  or  void  on  the  plead* 
logs  and  evidence.  {Onta/rio  Bank  v.  Boot^  3  Paige,  478.) 

In  Barley  v.  Bider^  a  judgment  creditor  sought  to  have 
certain  lands  applied  in  payment  of  his  demand,  on  the 
ground  that  the  purchase  of  them  was  in  trust  for  the  benefit 
of  Bider,  the  judgment  creditor.  The  answer  asserted,  and 
the  evidence  showed,  that  the  purchase  and  investment  made 
was  not  for  the  benefit  of  Bider,  but  for  hifi  childr^i.  The 
complaint  had  gone  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  judg- 
ment debtor  was  the  equitable  owner  oi  the  lands,  they* 
having  be^i  purchased  by  his  direction  and  with  his  money, 
and  the  title  taken  and  held  for  his  use  and  benefit  by 
two  other  defendants.  This  being  disproved,  and  the  trust 
shown,  being  not  for  the  judgment  debtor  but  for  his  chil- 
dren, the  plaintiff  attempted  to  shift  his  claim  for  relief 
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contending  that  the  investment  of  the  sum  of  $1,500  by  the 
judgment  debtor,  although  in  trust  for  his  children,  was 
intended  to  defraud  his  creditors  then  existing,  or  that  should 
thereafter  exist;  that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  voluntary 
conveyance  to  defraud  creditors,  and  was,  therefore,  void  as 
to  such  creditors.  But  this  court  said  that  a  sufficient  answer 
to  this  was  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  no  such  case  by  his 
bill.  The  court  say :  "  Inhere  is  no  allegation  or  suggestion 
in  the  biU  that  the  investment  made  by  Rider  for  the  benefit 
of  his  children  was  voluntary  or  fraudulent  as  against  his 
creditors.  The  only  point  which  the  bill  attempts  to  put  in 
issue  in  respect  to  these  lands  is,  whether  or  not  the  pur- 
chase of  them  was  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Rider ;  there  is 
no  allegation  that  if  the  character  of  the  transaction  was,  in 
fact,  nominally  as  set  up  by  the  defendants,  that  it  was 
fraudulent.         *  *         If  his  (the  plaintiff's)  rights 

depended  upon  the  fact  that  the  purchase  and  investment  for 
the  benefit  of  thd  children  of  Rider  was  fraudulent  as  against 
him,  it  should  have  been  so  alleged,  for  it  is  an  invariable 
and  universal  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  found  its 
decrees  on  some  matter  put  in  issue  between  the  parties  by 
the  bill  and  answer.  *  *  It  makes  no  difference 
whether  the  defendant  has  by  way  of  avoidance  set  up  a 
distinct  and  independent  fact,  or  merely  denied  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  bill.  If  the  existence^and  truth  of  the  facts 
thus  set  up  by  a  defendant  be  controverted,  the  defendant 
must  prove  it,  and  the  complainant  may  examine  witnesses 
to  disprove  it ;  but  when  the  fact  set  up  by  a  defendant  is 
made  out,  either  by  proof  or  the  admission  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  destroys  his  title  to  relief,  it  is  not  admissible 
for  the  complainant,  after  the  fact  is  made  out,  to  Impeach 
it  on  a  ground  not  taken  in  his  bill,  and  on  a  ground  not 
arising  from  the  issue  between  the  parties.  *        #        « 

If  the  complainant's  rights  depended  upon  showing  that  the 
creation  and  execution  of  the  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  the  children  of  William  Rider  was  voluntary  and  fraudu- 
lent as  against  him,  his  course  was  plain.  He  should  have 
amended  his  bill  and  stated  the  facts  on  which  bo  memt  to 
15 
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impeach  it.  The  defendants  wonld  have  been  required 
to  answer  snch  facts,  and,  if  denied,  it  wonld  then  have  been 
competent  to  have  supported  the  allegations  by  proof.  The 
rule  is  explicit  and  absolute  that  a  party  must  recover  in 
chancery  according  to  the  case  made  by  his  bill,  or  not  at 
all."  The  doctrine  of  this  case  is  in  harmony  with  the  law 
as  it  now  exists,  the  Code  providing  that  "the  relief  granted 
to  the  plaintiff,  if  there  be  no  answer,  cannot  exceed  that 
which  he  shall  have  demanded  in  his  complaint;  but,  in  any 
other  case,  the  court  may  grant  him  any  relief  consistent 
with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint  and  embraced  within 
the  issue:"  (Code,  §  275.)  In  the  present  case,  the  only 
relief  that  could  have  been  granted  "consistent  with  the* 
complaint  and  embraced  within  the  issue"  was  to  direct 
the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  by  the  trustee  as 
being  a  debt  provided  for  in  the  trust  deed  itself.  A  decree 
setting  aside  the  deed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  fraudulent 
or  void  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  that  they  might  subject  the 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Kirkland  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment,  would  have  been  utterly  inconsistent 
with  the  case  made  by  the  complaint,  and  wholly  without 
any  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings. 

Looking,  therefore,  at  the  matters  charged,  the  issues  raised 
and  tried,  the  facts  found,  the  legal  conclusions  of  the  judge, 
and  the  exceptions  to  such  conclusions,  as  has  been  stated, 
the  only  point  for  our  consideration  is  whether  the  debt  of 
the  plaintiff  was  within  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  trust, 
which,  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  the  defendant  Kirk- 
land was  bound  to  pay.  If  it  was  not,  the  complaint  was 
properly  dismissed.  On  the  contrary,  if  it  was,  as  the  trustee 
had  sufficient  of  the  trust  property  in  his  hands  to  pay  it, 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment.  The  dismissal  of 
the  complaint,  it  is  true,  was  not  excepted  to ;  but,  as  the 
judge  evidently  based  his  decision  on  the  ground  that  the 
debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought  did  not  come  within 
the  purpose  of  any  of  the  trusts  contained  in  the  trust  deed, 
if  he  was  wrong  in  this,  the  error  should  lead  to  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment. 
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X  ow,  .was  the  debt  in  suit  embraced  within  the  trust  ?  The 
deed  was  executed  iand  took  effect  on  the  5th  of  September, 

1853.  It  conveyed  all  the  property,  real  and  personal,  of 
Mrs.  Eames  to  the  defendant  BarHand  and  Walter  S.  Eames 
(since  dead),  subject  to  certain  trusts.  Amongst  these,  and 
primarily,  was  to  pay  her  just  debts  of  every  description, 
including  those  specified  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  con- 
veyance, and  any  others  due  from  her  not  thus  specified. 
This  was  undoubtedly  a  trust  for  the  pajrment  of  all  debts  of 
the  grantor  contracted  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed.  The 
deed  provided  for  no  fiiture  debt,  and  the  trustee  was  bound, 
by  the  terms  of  the  trust,  to  pay  only  such  debts  as  the 
grantor  owed  when  the  deed  was  executed.  Where  a  deed 
of  trust  is  made  for  the  payment  of  debts,  it  extends  only  to 
debts  contracted  at  its  date.  (1  Haddock's  Ch.,  554 ;  Hill  on 
Trustees,  339,  357.)  The  plaintiff's  debt  had  no  existence  for 
more  than  twenty  years  subsequent  to  the  creation  of  the  trust, 
and  then  only  became  a  debt  against  Mrs.  Eames  by  force  of  the 
statute.  •  She  happened  to  be  a  stockholder  in  the  Manchester 
Manufacturing  Company  at  the  time  of  its  dissolution  in 

1854,  which  company  then  owed  the  plaintiff  a  debt,  for 
which  she  became  individually  liable,  the  statute  providing 
"  that  for  all  debts  that«shall  be  due  and  owing  by  the  com- 
pany at  the  time  of  its  dissolution,  the  persons  then  composing 
such  company  shall  be  individually  responsible  to  the  extent 
of  their  respective  shares  of  stock  in  the  said  company,  and 
no  further."  (Act  of  March  22d,  1811,  §  7.)  Can  this,  then, 
be  said  to  be  a  debt  entitled  to  payment  out  of  the  trust 
estate,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  trust  ?  It  seems 
plain  to  me  that  it  is  not.  It  had  no  existence  when  the 
deed  was  executed,  in  any  shape  or  against  any  one.  The 
bank  itself  was  not  organized  until  long  afterward.  If  it 
did  not  exist,  Mrs.  Eames  c^uld  neither  have  owed  it  or  been 
liable  for  it ;  certainly  no  liability  of  any  kind  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, who,  as  well  as  the  debt,  then  had  no  existence.  The 
fact  that  Mrs.  Eames,  when  the  trust  conveyance  was  exe- 
cuted, was  a  stockholder  in  a  company  authorized  to  contract 
debts  in  the  future  for  which  she  might  be  liable  by  the  law 
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of  th6  land,  did  not  make  h^  then  owe  finch  ftitnre  debts. 
That  fthe  then  owned  stock  in  the  company  created  no 
liability,  contingently  or  otherwise.  The  statute  liability  is 
upon  those  persons  only  who  compose  the  company  at  the 
time  of  its  dissolution.  If  the  we^  before  the  dissolution 
Mrs.  Eames  had  disposed  of  her  stock,  it  will  not  be  pretended 
that  any  liability  would  have  attached  to  her  in  respect  to 
the  plaintiff's  debt,  or  any  other  debt  due  and  owing  by  the 
company.  The  fiaict  that  she  held  the  stock  of  the  company 
when  she  execnted  the  trust  deed  has  no  bearing  whatever 
on  the  question  of  her  liability.  A  stockholder  is  not  the 
guarantee  of  debts  which  the  corporation  may  contract,  nor 
Is  there  any  contract  on  his  part,  express  or  implied,  to  be 
responsible  for  its  debts.  It  is  only  for  a  particular  class  of 
liabilities  of  the  corporation,  and  upon  a  certain  class  of  stock- 
holders— those  b^ng  such  when  it  is  dissolved— that  any 
personal  responsibility  is  imposed.  The  plaintiff's  debt 
agiainst  the  company  became  a  debt  against  Mrs.  Eames  when 
the  company  was  dissolved  by  f<»ce  of  the  statute,  not  before. 
If,  then,  at  the  time  she  executed  the  trust  deed  she  was 
in  no  sense  liable  for  or  owed  the  plaintiffs  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion, there  is  no  ground  fbr  daiming  that  it  was  a  debt 
provided  for  in  such  oonvfeyance.  It  is  absurd  to  assume 
that  the  trust  embraced  the  payment  of  a  demand  or  lia- 
bility that  had  no  existence  at  its  creation,  and  when  it 
depended  altogether  upon  a  contingency  in  the  ftiture 
Whether  the  grantor  would  ever  become  bound,  and  the  con- 
tingency entirely  under  her  control.  If  it  were  conceded 
that  liabilities,  contingent  or  otherwise,  are  provided  for  by 
the  deed,  it  must  be  liabilities  existing  when  the  conveyance 
was  executed,  and  for  ^cme  existing  thing,  and  to  some  one 
who  could  be  secured.  It  should  be  at  least  such  a  demand 
as  would  entitle  a  party,  under  the  provisions  of  the  English 
bankrupt  act,  or  our  insolvent  laws,  to  a  share  in  the  insol- 
vent or  bankrupt  estate.  There  was  no  demand  or  liability 
in  tliis  case  which  could  be  proved  under  the  bankrupt  or 
insolvent  laws,  or  on  which  any  portion  of  the  bankrupt 
or   insolvent   estate  could  be  paid,  when    the    deed  was 
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executed,  or  for  more  than  twenty  ywrs  afterward.  (  Jenw^ 
V.  WmtcTy  16  Com,  Beaohi,  401 ;  JBocrvikan  v.  JSTaah^  9  Banx. 
&Cre88.,145;  WoUop t.  £i^9%  1  B.  &  Aid,  698;  Fordy. 
Andrems^  9  Wend,,  312 ;  M^ekmi^^  B<mk  v,  Ga^on^  X% 
Johm,,  467;  DoqLUOa  v.  /Sw^Ai<w38A,  8  Barb.,  79;  HiU 
on  Trnetees,  357.)  Our  statute  proyided  that  a  difloharge 
under  the  inBolvent  laws  should  be  a  bar  to  all  debts  of  the 
iuaolveut,  whether  due  or  to  beoome  due,  which*  existed  at 
the  time  of  the  iusolveut'a  assignment  j  yet,  in  Fofd  v. 
Andrefwa  {fiu/prd)  It  was  held  that  the  demand  of  the  acoom^ 
modation  hudorser  of  the  iusolvenfla  note  due  before  the 
assignment  fi^r  money  paid  on  the  note  after  the  discharge 
of  the  maker  was  obtained,  was  not  barred  by  the  discharge. 
So,  also,  it  was  held  in  The^  M^ohmiica\  ^.,  Bumi^  v.  Ccbpn^ 
{avprd)  that  when  the  insolvent  was  indorser  on  a  note  not 
due  when  his  petition  was  filed,  his  diseharge  was  no  bar  to 
an  action  on  the  indorsement  after  he  had  been  properly 
charged  as  indorser.  Both  of  these  oases  are  manifestly 
str(M3ger  than  the  present  one.  There  was  a  debt  in  exij»tr 
ence ;  a  creditor  to  deal  with ;  an  amount  fixed  to  be  liable 
for;  and  the  insolvent  had  contracted  on  a  certain  ^ontin* 
gency,  to  be  liable  for  a  definite  and  easting  debt.  JB[ere 
there  was  nothing  of  the  kind  at  the  date  of  the  trust  deed.  • 
It  is  impossible  to  conoeive  of  a  debt,  demand  or  liability  iu 
respect  to  whidx  it  cannot  b^  stated  to  whom  it  was  owing, 
in  whose  favor  it  was  incurred,  what  it  was  for  when  it  was 
contracted,  and  when  it  matured.  Yet  none  of  these  things 
could  be  stated  in  regard  to  the  debt  in  suit  at  the  execution 
of  the  deed.  It  became  the  debt  of  Mrs,  Eames  long  aftser- 
ww:d,  not  upon  any  contingent  liability  existing  at  the  time 
of  such  execution,  and  subsequently  becoming  absolute,  but 
because  the  statute  had  declared  that  the  persons  owning  the 
stock  of  the  Hanchester  Manu£a.cturing  Company  at  its 
dissolution  should  be  individually  responsible  for  the  debts 
then  due  and  owing  by  the  corporation. 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  insisted,  upon  any  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  deed  of  September,  1833,  that  the  plaintiff's 
judgment  is  a  debt  within  its  provisions  which  the  trustee  is 
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bonnd  to  pay  out  of  the  trust  property.  That  deed  only  pro- 
vided for  the  payment  of  existing  liabilities.  The  debts  are 
to  be  paid  jTre)  ra/ta^  and  it  manifestly  was  not  intended  that 
the  trustee  should  wait  twenty  years  before  he  paid  them,  to 
see  if  some  debts  should  not  be  contracted  by  the  manufac- 
turing company  which  it  would  be  unable  to  pay.  Had 
there  not  been  sufficient  assets  to  pay  conceded  debts,  the 
trustee  would  not  have  been  justified  in  returning  any  fimds 
to  pay  debts  like  the  plaintiff's  that  might  possibly  accrue 
on  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation  in  an  insolvent  state. 
That  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  deeds  nor  is  the  trust  so 
expressed.  It  is  expressed  in  these  words :  "  To  pay  all  my 
just  d(^is  of  every  description."  "  The  intent  and  object  of 
this  clause  being  fully  to  secure  the  payment  of  aU  debts  due 
from  ME  of  whatsoever  nature  the  same  may  be."  What 
debts  t  Manifestly  the  debts  contracted  and  owing  by  the 
grantor  when  the  deed  was  executed,  and  no  other.  This 
is  the  legal  construction,  and  there  is  no  language  extending 
the  trust  to  the  payment  of  liabilities  of  Mrs.  Eames  other 
than  those  then  incurred  and  owing  by  her.  Certainly  a 
debt  that  she  should  subsequently  contract  or  be  made  liable 
for  by  statute  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  trust.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  judge  was  right  in  the  conclusion  that  the 
plaintiff's  debt,  not  existing  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  trust  deed,  but  accruing  in  1854,  upon  the  dissolution  of 
the  company,  did  not  come  within  the  purpose  of  any  of  the 
trusts  contained  in  such  deed. 

This  disposes  of  the  appeal  upon  the  ground  on  which  the 
action  was  presented  by  the  pleadings,  and  tried  in  the  court 
below,  viz.:  assuming  the  trust  deed  to  be  valid,  and  claiming 
that  the  plaintiffs'  judgment  against  Mrs.  Eames  was  a  lia- 
bility provided  for  by  it.  As  the  debt  in  suit  was  not  a  debt 
within  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  no  case  was  made  entitling 
the  plaintiffs  to  a  judgment  in  their  favor.  Were  the  ques- 
tion, however,  presented  by  the  case,  whether  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  have  the  deed  set  aside  and  the  property 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  their  judgment,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  or  because  it  was  a  conveyance  of  personal  estate 


1664.]  The  Rome  Exchange  Bank  v,  Eames.  599 

Opinion  of  the  Court,  per  Weight,  J. 

reserving  a  use  or  benefit  to  the  grantor,  I  should  entertain 
an  opinion  adverse  to  the  plaintifis.  Instead  of  being  made 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Mrs.  Eames,  a  pri- 
mary object  of  the  conveyance  was  to  provide  for  the 
payment  in  full  of  all  her  debts.  The  plaintiffs  were  not  her 
creditors  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  there  could  have 
been  no  fraudulent  intent  respecting  them.  The  statute  con- 
demns alienations  of  property  made  with  intent  to  defraud 
creditors.  As  against  them  only  it  is  declared  the  convey- 
ance or  assignment  shall  be  void.  (2  K.  S.,  137,  §  1.)  The 
plaintiffs,  therefore,  not  being  the  creditors  of  Mrs.  Eames 
when  the  conveyance  or  transfer  was  made,  were  not  in  a 
position  to  assail  its  validity  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  But  it 
is  claimed  that  the  deed  is  void  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  by 
another  statute.  This  statute  declares  that  "all  deeds  of 
gift,  all  conveyances,  and  all  transfers  or  assignments,  verbal 
or  written,  of  goods,  chattels  or  things  in  action,  made  in 
trust,  for  the  use  of  the  person  making  the  same,  shall  be 
void  as  against  the  creditors,  existing  or  subsequent,  of  such 
person."  (2  E.  8.,  136,  §  1.)  The  conveyance  of  1833  was 
of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Mrs.  Eames,  and  after 
providing  for  the  payment  of  her  debts  out  of  the  trust 
property,  in  terms  reserved  the  income  of  the  surplus  and  as 
much  of  the  capital  as  should  be  required  for  her  mainte- 
nance and  support  during  life.  Because  that  this  ^^e  was 
expressed  in  the  deed,  it  is  insisted  that  as  against  the  plain- 
tiffs, her  mbsequent  creditors,  it  is  void ;  and  this  without 
regard  to  any  fraudulent  intention.  To  this,  various  answers 
may  be  made.  First,  the  conveyance  was  of  both  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  the  former  is  not  within  or  condemned 
by  the  statute.  The  trust  as  to  the  real  estate,  which  consti- 
tuted the  bulk  of  the  transfer,  is  unquestionably  valid. 
Second,  the  statute  only  avoids  conveyances,  etc.,  of  personal 
estate  which  are  wholly  to  the  use  of  tlie  grantor.  Third,  if 
it  were  held  to  apply  to  transfers  made  for  other  objects,  but 
containing  a  residuary  interest  or  partial  use  for  the  debtor, 
the  whole  grant  would  not  be  void,  but  only  so  much  of  it 
as  is  not  sustained  by  the  valid  purposes  for  which  it  was 
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xxiade.  The  meaning  of  this  Btatute  (sonxetiniee  called  the 
statute  of  personal  uses)  was  fully  considered  in  Owrtis  v. 
LeamU  (IS  H.  Y.,  9).  It  was  there  held  that  it  applies  only 
to  conveyances,  etc^  wholly  or  primarily  for  the  use  of  the 
grantor,  and  not  to  instruments  for  other  and  actiye  pur- 
poses, when  the  reservations  are  incidental  and  partial  only ; 
that  if  it  can  be  applied  to  instruments  executed  for  real  and 
active  purposes,  such  as  to  secure  debts  or  procure  money  on 
loan,  it  avoids  only  so  much  of  the  grant  as  is  not  sustained 
by  the  valid  purposea  for  which  it  was  made.  It  does  not 
avoid  the  entire  instrument  which  contains  the  invalid  use. 
The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be  aflirmed. 

InobajeulK,  J.  The  justice  before  whom  this  case  was 
tried  found  that  the  debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  which  this 
action  was  brought,  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  trust  deed  in  1833,  but  accrued  in  1854.  The  com- 
plaint does  aver  that  the  trust  deed  was  ill^al,  but  asks  to 
have  the  debt  paid  out  of  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustees,  on  the  allegation  that  Mrs.  Eames,  the  grantor,  was 
the  holder  of  the  stock  on  which  the  liability  arose.  It  must, 
therefore,  be  considered  as  assuming  the  validity  of  the  tmst^ 
and  asking  •to  be  paid  by  the  trustee  on  account  of  the  pre- 
sumed liability,  from  her  being  the  owner  of  the  stodk  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  or  on  the  ground  that  the  stock 
passed  to  the  trustee  by  the  conveyance,  and  therefore  he 
was  liable. 

There  can  be  no  difficulty  in  disposing  of  the  first  ground, 
>  by  the  statements  that  no  doubt  existed  at  the  time  c^  the 
trust  deed  from  Mrs.  Eames  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  true  she 
owned  the  stock  then ;  and  if  the  debt  had  been  due  then 
from  the  company  to  the  plaintiffs  it  would  have  been  pro- 
vided for  under  the  trust  deed,  but  the  debt  was  not  created 
tUl  nearly  twenty  years  after  the  assignment  was  made. 
There  was  no  liability  existing  at  the  time  of  tlie  execution 
of  the  deed,  and  none  for  which  the  trustees  could  have  been 
called  on  for  payment.  The  deed  was  not  intended  to  cover, 
and  did  not  provide  for,  any  not  then  existing  indebtedness. 
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and  aot  for  debts  to  be  incurred  twenty  years  thereafter.  It 
IB  idle  to  say  that  Mrs.  Eames  was  th^i  liable  for  a  debt 
which  was  not  contracted,  and  for  which  the  principal  debtor, 
the  company,  were  not  liable,  and  which  had  no  eziatence  till 
twenty  years  thereafter. 

I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  debt  is  not  one  contemplated  by 
the  trust  deed,  or  one  which  the  tmstees  oould  have  paid  out 
of  the  trust  fcmds  without  violating  the  terms  of  the  trust, 
and  it  is  equally  clear  that  there  could  be  no  relation  back 
to  the  original  liability  of  Mrs.  Eames  as  a  stockholder,  so  as 
to  cover  debts  contracted  by  the  company  long  after  the  trust 
deed  was  executed.  It  is,  however,  urged  that  the  trustees 
are  liable,  as  the  owners  of  the  stock  under  the  trust  deed, 
and  as  j»ach  owners  they  are  indebted  to  the  company. 

I  do  not  think  the  plaintiffs  can  now  claim  against  the  trus* 
tees,  to  recover  for  them,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  the 
owners  of  the  stock,  and  therefore  liable.  They  have  estab- 
lished, by  their  judgment  against  Mrs.  Eames,  that  she  was 
the  owner.  If  the  trustees  were  the  owners  of  the  stock, 
their  liability  should  be  enforced  by  an  action  at  law,  and 
not  by  a  proceeding  in  equity.  The  whole  claim  here  is 
based  upon  a  judgment  aglinst  Mrs.  Eames.  There  is  no 
proof  that  the  trustees  held  any  stock  at  the  dissolution,  nor 
any  evidence  sufficient  to  charge  them  with  any  indebtedness 
as  such  trustees.  The  whole  theory  of  the  complaint  is  that 
the  trustees  are  liable  as  such  for  a  debt  due  from  Mrs.  Eames, 
and  not  for  a  debt  due  from  themselves. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  debt  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
income  belonging  to  Mrs.  Eames  under  the  trust  deed.  The 
complaint  does  not  contain  the  allegations  necessary  to  make 
out  such  a  claim,  and,  even  if  it  did,  I  think  there  is  no  reason 
for  allowing  it  in  this  case.  The  whole  title  to  the  property 
was  in  the  trustees,  subject  to  the  trusts.  The  provision  for 
her  support  was  personal,  not  assignable,  and  not  subject  to 
debts  subsequently  incurred,  and  even  that  has  ceased  by  her 
death. 

The  judgment  should  be  afGraied. 
76 
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Denio,  Ch.  J.  1.  A  person  free  from  debt  may  make  a 
Bettlement  of  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  his  family,  by  con- 
veying to  them  the  whole  interest  to  take  effect  in  possession 
immediately,  or  the  reversion  to  commence  in  possession  at 
his  death.  So,  if  by  the  same  deed  he  make  a  provision  for 
the  payment  of  all  his  debts  out  of  the  property  settled,  so 
that  creditors  are  not  and  cannot  be  hindered  and  delayed, 
the  beneficiaries  named,  other  than  Mrs.  Eames,  took  a 
vested  estate  in  reversion  by  this  deed.  The  nominal  con- 
sideration of  one  dollar  raised  a  nse  and  made  it  a  good  deed 
of  bargain  and  sale,  and  vested  the  reversion  immediately  in 
the  beneficiaries. 

2.  The  fact  that  Mrs.  Eames  was  a  stockholder  in  the 
Manchester  Manufactming  Company  did  not  disable  her  from 
making  the  settlement.  It  is  not  possible  that  she  conld  be 
considered  a  debtor  nntil  the  plaintifis'  debt  was  contracted, 
if  she  could  be  at  any  time  before  the  dissolution  of  the  com- 
pany ;  and  there  is  no  pretense  that  the  debt  on  which  the 
judgment  was  recovered  was  contracted  prior  to  the  convey- 
ance to  Eirkland  and  Eames.  The  case  is  very  much  like 
that  of  one  entering  into  a  copartnership,  and  committing 
the  active  management  to  the  oliller  copartners  or  to  an  agent. 
There  is  in  such  a  case  a  liability  to  have  debts  contracted, 
which  would  render  the  new  acting  copartner  a  debtor,  but 
he  does  not  become  such  until  a  debt  is  actually  contracted. 
Every  person  is  liable  to  contract  debts,  and  may  create 
agencies  under  which  debts  binding  him  may  be  contracted, 
but  nntil  he  has  done  so,  or  a  debt  has  been  actually  con- 
tracted, he  cannot  make  a  conveyance  which  will  be  fraudu- 
lent against  creditors,  if  he  is  under  no  other  liability. 

3.  The  plaintiff  cannot  therefore  reach  the  interest  of  the 
persons  upon  whom  the  reverson  was  settled.  I  have  said 
that  the  estate  of  the  beneficiaries  other  than  Mrs.  Eames 
was  a  vested  estate ;  and  I  think  it  was  such.  If,  however, 
it  was  contingent  on  account  of  what  is  said  respecting  the 
law  of  descents  and  distribution,  which  should  be  in  force  at 
Mrs.  Eames'  death,  it  would  make  no  difference  in  my  con- 
clusion as  to  the  validity  of  the  deed.    A  person  may  create 
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a  contingent  future  estate  as  well  as  one  vested  in  interest, 
if  there  is  no  iU^al  suspense  of  the  power  of  alienation. 
The  fact  that  there  might  be  changes  in  the  persons  of  the 
beneficiaries  before  the  taking  effect  of  the  revision  in  pos- 
session does  not  prevent  the  vesting,  the  rule  being  that  if 
there  be  persons  in  existence  in  whom  the  estate  would  vest 
in  possession  if  the  preceding  estate  should  now  tenninate 
the  latent  estate  is  a  vested  one. 

4.  The  remaining  question  ija  whether  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  sequester  the  rents  and  profits  payable  to  Mrs.  Eames 
during  h^  life,  to  satisfy  its  judgment.  In  determining  this 
we  must  consider  the  subject  as  wholly  real  estate.  It 
originally  consisted  of  both  real  and  personal,  but  the  latter 
has  been  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  debts  provided  for 
in  the  trust  deed.  There  is  no  direction  in  the  deed  to  con- 
vert the  real  into  personal,  and  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
conversion  has  therefore  no  application.  The  securities  now 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  are  the  proceeds  of  real  estate 
sold,  and  are,  therefore,  so  far  as  this  question  is  concerned, 
to  be  considered  real.  At  conmion  law,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  A  conveyance  of  one's  estate  to  trustees,^  reserving  the 
income  to  the  grantee  for  life,  would  render  that  income  sub- 
ject to  the  pursuit  of  creditors.  It  is  against  general  princi- 
ples that  one  should  hold  property  or  a  beneficial  interest  in 
property,  by  such  a  title  that  creditors  cannot  touch  it.  But 
our  statute  expressly  permits  such  arrangements,  where  there 
is  a  valid  trust,  under  the  fifty-fifth  section  of  an  article 
concerning  uses  and  trusts.  It  declares  that  no  person 
beneficially  interested  in  a  trust  for  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  lands,  can  assign  or  in  any  manner  dispose  of, 
such  interest,  etc.  (1  R.  S.,  730,  §  63.)  This  is  not  limited, 
like  sections  18,  19,  in  the  statute  respecting  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  trusts  proceeding  from 
another  person.  If  the  beneficiary  cannot  directly  dispose 
of  his  interest,  it  is  plain  that  he  cannot  by  contracting  debts 
put  it  in  the  power  of  another  person  to  take  and  convert  it 
BO  as  to  deprive  the  beneficiary  of  it.  I  have  elsewhere 
stated  what  I  conceive  the  motive  of  this  peculiar  exemption 
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to  have  been ;  bat  that  whatever  the  system  was  npon  which 
it  was  enacted,  the  oonrts  are  bonnd  to  execute  the  will  of 
the  legifilatora  (firaff  y.  JBemieU^  Dec.  Term,  1864.)  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  this  trust  property  can 
no  more  be  reached  than  the  capital. 

5.  It  has  been  argued  that  inasmuch  as  this  stock  in  the 
manu&cturing  company  passed  to  the  defendants,  the  trus* 
tees,  by  the  trust  conveyance,  the  other  trust  property  should 
be  chargeable  with  this  debt.  Passing  by  other  objections 
which  might  be  urged  against  tiiis  view,  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  the  plaintiff  has  no  judgment  against  the  trustees.  He 
has  elected  to  consider  Mtb.  Eames  as  the  stoddiold^  who  is 
liable  for  the  debt,  and  is  therefore  estopped  from  taking  the 
ground  that  the  trustees  wore  the  stockholders. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  judgment  oi 
the  Supreme  Court  is  right  and  oi^ht  to  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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See  Indiotmsnt,  341. 

AOnON. 

See  Adminibtbatob,  eto.,  16.  ^ 

By  Administrator  de  bonis  mm,  3S1. 

For  harboring  wife.    See  Wifib,  390. 

To  rescind,  or  to  recover  back  goods  obtained  hj  fraud.    See  PBAoncn,  432. 

For  the  recovery  of  chattels.    See  CaATT]n4^  4tS8. 

By  Infant.    See  Infant,  570. 

See  Gheoe;  539. 

ADWUnSfRAtOR  AUTD  BatBCtTTOR 

fhQ  adainistrator  is  entitled  to  tihe  noesession  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate, 
and  may  maintain  an  action  for  their  reoovem  He  is  the  owner  in  trust 
for  the  purpose  of  administration.  WdUon  v.  Watbm,  15. 

In  BA  aotiOA  «caintt  an  ^xeoutor  te  reoovBr  suoh  assets  as  come  Into  the  hands 
of  his  testator,  and  remained  in  his  hands  At  the  time  of  hto  death,  it  is 
unnecessaiy  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  such  assets  ever  came  into 
the  hands  of  the  executor,  tt  is  sufficient  that  they  came  into  the  hands 
of  his  testator,  and  were  unadministered  at  the  time  of  his  death.  JUL 

Bven  where  it  liehtfvm  that  the  assets  have  come  into  the  haada  of  the  eKscu«> 
trix,  it  is  proper  that  the  action  to  recover  the  same,  should  be  brought 
against  her  in  her  representative  ot^padty.  loL 

Q^e  disabilities  of  an  alien  under  the  statute  (2  R.  &,  69,  2  3)  from  acting  as 
an  executor,  apply  on)y  to  those  who  are  both  alien  and  non-resident 
UcQregor  v.  McGregor^  133. 

Such  disability  does  not  attach  to  a  non-resident  citizen  of  the  tTi^ted  States.  Id. 

Aa  ffl^regfalated  temper  and  lacAt  cf  velT-emittol  lttv«  no  moh  ration  to  the 
^tnalttiei  of  priMEmM  «tid  rndsmkoiMii^  at  to  disquaStfjr  the  persMi  tobject 
thereto  for  discharging  the  trust  of  executor.  Id, 

The  «t«tiiU9  ooiftettiplateB  that  n  non-resident,  behig  mppeintod  an  exeootor, 
nay,  on  <exeottttog  1^  proper  bouNi  with  suffldent  suretiSB,  Teosive  letters 
testamentary.  (2  R.  S.,  70,  g  T.)  Id.  t 

An  administrator  de  boriM  turn  can  maintein  an  action  against  the  representatives 
of  a  deceased  executor,  who  died  without  applying  the  assets  which  had 
«o«ae  to  his  IhmmIs.  Olapp  v.  Mestrok,  281. 

Where  legacies  hove  been  bequeathed  to  several  legatees,  and  the  executor  has 
oommitted  a  devastavit,  the  estate  is  to  be  considered  the  principal  debtor, 
and  is  not  to  bo  discharged  fW>m  such  legacies  except  by  payment,  and  any 
Judgment  against  the  executor  ibr  sodi  leiracy,  is  to  be  deemed  as  coUateral 
and  auxiliary  merely;  not  as  affiBcting  the  principal  debt.  M. 
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Statements  made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof; 
are  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  in  his  hearing.  HochrtiUr  y.  Peo- 
pU,  66. 

An  objection  by  prisoner's  oonnsel  to  an  inquiry  by  the  prosecution  as  to  what 
was  said  and  done  by  a  third  parr^  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  with- 
out specifying  the  nature  or  ground  of  the  objection,  is  too  general  to  be 
available.  Id, 

AGENT. 

See  Pbihoipal  and  Agxnt,  347. 

^  ALIEN. 

Disabilities  to  act  as  an  executor.    See  Exeoxttob,  133. 

The  alien  widow  of  a  naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States,  although  she 
never  resided  within  the  United  States,  during  the  lifetime  of  her  husband, 
is  entitled  to  dower  in  his  real  estate.  Burton  y.  Burton,  359. 

ANCIENT  DOGUMBNia 
As  evidence.    See  Deed,  266. 

APPEAL  REVIEW. 
See  EvTDEKOE,  23. 

See,  also,  Pbactioe,  44^  163. 

This  court  will  not  review  a  case  upon  the  exceptions  to  findings  of  &ct,  or  the 
omission  to  find  other  facts  not  found,  hems  y.  In^eredU^  347. 

On  an  appeal  f^om  the  Special  to  the  General  Term,  the  undertaking  provided 
for  by  section  335  of  the  Code  constitutes  no  part  of  the  appeal.  Its  only 
effect  is  to  stay  proceedings  upon  the  judgment  Qenter  y.  FiMs^  483. 

It  would  be  error  for  the  General  Term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  fW>m  the  Special 
Term  because  the  appellant  had  faUei  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the 
Special  Term  to  execute  a  new  undertaking.  Id, 

This  case  presents  merely  a  question  of  the  construction  of  the  language  consti- 
tuting a  clause  of  the  contract  Eloaebuirg^  etc^  R,  R,  Ch.  v.  J\oga  S;  R.  Oo,^ 
486. 

A  patent  ambignity  m  a  written  contract  cannot  ^  explained  by  parol  evi- 
dence. Id, 

No  appeal  lies  fh>m  a  judgment  by  default  Id. 

In  matters  of  mechanics'  lien  in  the  county  of  Erie,  the  court  acquires  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  by  the  personal  service  of  the  notice  required  by 
statute  upon  the  opposite  party  within  the  time  required  by  law.  MaUby 
y.  Qreen,  548. 

When  there  is  any  evidence  of  a  conflicting  eharaoter  touching  matorial  innea 
the  question  is  one  for  the  jury,  and  their  finding  is  oonduaive  as  reapecta 
this  court  Id. 

If  there  are  errors  in  the  findings  of  the  jury,  the  correction  must  be  made  at 
.  General  Term— if  the  Spedal  Term  sustains  the  verdiofc^-otherwise  the 
I  party  is  without  remedy.  Godfrey  y.  Jofmson^  556. 

ABEBST. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to  an 
arrest  and  imprisonment,  it  should  be  so  stated  in  the  judgment,  if  the 
plaintiff  wishes  to  avail  hhnself  of  such  remedy.  OaepenHer  y.  WiXlet,  510. 

The  subsequent  indorsement  by  the  justice  that  execution  against  the  body  ia 
to  issue,  is  not  suffioieot  Such  entry,  to  be  available,  mnat  be  entered  in 
and  become  a  part  of  the  judgment  Id, 
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The  sheriff  when  sued  for  an  eaoape  may  ayail  himself  of  fhe  defense,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  subject  to  arrest  on  the  execution.  Id, 

ASSiaNEE. 
Of  a  mortgage  takes  suligect  to  all  equities.  SdrUey  v.  Todhamt  222. 

ASSiaNOB. 
Or  X  THING  IK  AonoN.    A  person  transferring  a  promissorj  note  is  not  the 
assignor  of  a  thing  in  action  within  the  meaning  of  section  999  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure.  BarUett  y.  Jbrbox^  495. 

The  admission  of  distinct  facts  during  a  negotiatkn  for  a  settlement,  is  compe- 
tent evidence  against  the  party  making  it  Id. 

BELLS  OF  EXCHANGE. 

See  NEOOTIiLBLB  PAPER,  39,  228. 

The  indorser  of  a  non-negotiable  note  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  demand  of, 
and  of  non^pa^rment  by,  the  maker  thereof.  By  indorsement  before  deliy- 
ery  or  before  negotiating  it,  he  may  be  treated  as  maker.  Richards  y.  War' 
ing^  ete. 

Where  a  party  writes  his  name  npon  the  back  of  a  note  not  negotiable,  there 
being  no  contract  of  indorsement,  the  courts  give  effect  to  it  by  allowing 
the  holder  to  overwrite  the  indorser's  name  with  the  real  contract,  either  as 
maker  or  guarantor.  Id. 

Buffalo.    See  Gomptbolleb,  193. 

CAPITAL  STOCK. 

Though  the  law  requires  the  subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  pay  ten  per  cent  in  cash  at  the  time  of  subscribing,  to  make  a  valid 
contract  binding  on  the  parties,  yet  if  the  subscriber,  instead  of  paying  the 
ten  per  cent  in  cash,  give  his  note  for  the  same,  and  subsequently  pay  it, 
so  that  the  company  gets  the  money,  he  is  thereby  constituted  a  legal 
stockholder  of  such  company,  and  is  liable  on  his  subscription.  OgdenS" 
burgh  B.  R  Co.  v.  TToSey,  118. 

Once  becoming  a  legal  stockholder,  he  cannot  afterward  repudiate  any  part  of 
the  legal  obligations  he  assumed  in  becoming  such.  Id. 

The  giving  of  a  negotiable  note  by  which  the  company  realizes  the  money  and 
the  paying  of  said  not!  is,  in  legal  effect,  a  cash  payment.  Id. 

A  contract  is  not  void  as  against  a  statute,  unless  founded  upon  an  illegal  con- 
sideration which  enters  into,  and  forms  a  part  of  the  contract,  or,  imless  it 
provides  for  doing  something  distinctly  forbidden.  Id. 

CHARITY. 

To  oonstitttte  a  charity  in  a  legal  sense  the  use  must  be  public.  Per  Weight,  J. 
Sherwood  y.  American  Bible  Society^  661. 

There  must  also  be  a  trustee  competent  to  take  the  fund  so  as  to  secure  the 
appropriation  to  the  purpose  intended.  There  can  be  no  valid  trust  unless 
the  title  can  vest  in  some  person  natural  or  artificial  by  favor  of  the  gift 
itself.  Id. 

CHATTELS. 

AonoN  FOR  THE  RECOVERY  OF.  Where  the  defendant  has  once  been  in  posses- 
sion of  plaintiff's  chattels,  but  has  parted  with  the  same,  claiming  owner- 
ship, a  refusal  to  deliver  them  up  on  demand  of  the  plaintiff  will  render 
him  liable  for  the  same.  LaHmer  v.   Wheeler^  468. 

Where  a  party  having  possession  of  goods  belonging  to  another,  parts  with 
them  without  the  authority  of  the  owner,  and  the  party  holding  such  goods 
refuses  to  deliver  them  to  the  owner  on  demand,  he  will  be  liable  in  deHntte 
equally  with  the  party  refusmg.  Id. 
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CHATTESL  MOBTOAGB. 

Am  affecting  the  rights  of  parties,  it  is  not  esaential  that  a  chattel  mortgage 
should  have  been  on  file  at  the  oommeneement  of  an  action  iri  which  £e 
ozistenee  «f  *Qm  mortgage  is  reoognieed.  Lane  t.  Lutt^  203. 

The  statute  declaring  that  a  chattel  mortgage  shall  be  absolutely  void  as  against 
Iheoredkonofthemortgagoor,  when  the  properi^  is  left  in  his  possessioiif 
unless  filed,  does  ad  indnde  creditors  at  large.  M 

The  creditor  must  have  attached  the  mortgaged  property  and  hare  acquired  a 
lien  upon  it  in  some  legi^  waj  before  the  question  can  be  raised.  Jd, 

CHECK. 

A  check  on  a  bank  imports  a  consideration ;  and  the  omu  is  on  the  party  giving 
it,  if  there  was  none.  Fish  v.  Jcuobaohn,  639. 

The  party  to  whom  (he  check  is  given  is  the  proper  par^  to  bring  the  action 
thereon.  Id. 

G0MMIS8ION&BS  OF  UHTITBD  8TATBS  LOAN  FUND. 

The  provisions  df  the  act  of  April  4,  1837,  authorizing  a  loan  of  certain  moneys 
belonging  to  the  United  States,  as  to  the  entry  in  the  minute-book  of  the 
commissioners  of  loans  of  the  order  for  the  advertisement  of  sale :  of  a  copy 
of  the  advertisement;  and  of  the  places  where,  and  tibe  persons  by  whom, 
the  advertisements  were  put  up,  are  directory  rather  than  compulsory,  as 
sgainst  a  h&na  fide  purchaser  ignorant  of  any  irregularity  in  the  nle. 
White  V.  Lester^  316. 

A  purchase  of  land  at  a  sale  made  by  commissioners  for  loaning  the  United 
States  deposit  fund,  by  the  cashier  of  a  bank  which  by  its  charter  has  no 
capadty  to  purchase  lands,  is  not  a  violation  of  the  diarter  of  the  bank; 
ahbough  the  cashier  in  fact  makes  the  purchase  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank, 
but  without  any  direction  fh>m  the  directors,  and  the  title  is  designed  to 
be  kept  in  him.  Id, 

There  is  no  ^Bsability  in  the  cashier  of  a  bank  to  purdhase,  in  such  a  case,  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  trustees,  m  respect  to  the  lauds  of  their  benefidaries. 
Hence,  the  purchase  by  him  will  not  be  void,  but  will  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  oashier.if  it  cannot  be  for  the  benefit  of  ^he  bank.  Id. 

Where  both  commissioners  of  loans  are  present  at,  and  suke  a  sale  of  mort* 
gaged  premises,  the  fact  that  the  entry  of  the  sale  in  the  book  of  minutes, 
though  purporting  to  be  the  act  of  both,  was  made  by  only  ms  of  them, 
and  was  signed  omy  by  him,  does  not  amount  to  a  fatal  irregularity.  Id, 

There  is  nothing  in  the  law  which  requires  this  entry  to  be  ngfied  by  the  com- 
missioners; snd  when  it  purports  to  be  the  oc^  q^  hoOi^  the  oonrt  will  not 
presume  against  the  truth  of  sack  statement  sin^^ly  because  it  is  certified 
to  by  the  signature  of  one  commissioner.  Id. 

Where  a  mortgagor,  or  one  succeeding  to  his  titles  mskes  defiMiltiii  the  pay- 
meet  of  interest,  this  destroys  and  forecloses  his  titie--destn^  even  lus 
common  law  equity  of  redemption — and  leaves  him  nothmg  but  a  special 
right  of  redemption,  to  be  enforced  only  by  a  strict  complifmce  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1837.  Id, 

He  has,  therefore,  no  ritrht  which  can  be  prosecuted  hy  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  commissioners  of  loans,  or  tiieir  assignees.  Id, 

One  who  takes  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  after  default  of  the 
mortgagor,  under  the  authority  and  with  the  consent  of  the  commissioners 
of  loans,  havinfc  paid  the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  must  be  reguded, 
equitably,  at  all  events,  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession.  And  if  in,  under 
sudi  a  title,  he  cannot  be  dislodged  by  an  action  of  ejectment;  such  an 
action  being  forbidden  by  the  Bevised  Statutes.  Id. 
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COMttOl^  CARRIERS 

Of  passbngebs,  thxib  liability.  Where  there  is  rafficieiit  evidenoe  to  iatisfy 
the  mry  that  the  plaintiff  became  sick  and  lost  his  time,  b7  reason  of  the 
negugence  of  the  defendant  a6  a  common  carrier  of  passengers,  carrying 
the  plaintiff  fot*  hire,  they  may  make  an  allowance  for  the  value  of  the 
pisintiff's  time,  though  he  has  sobmitted  no  evidense  inon  that  poiai 
Ward  vv  VamderinU^  TO. 

COMPLAINT. 

BnbraoiDg  both  legal  and  equitable  resMdies.    See  Pbaotzox»  72. 

OOliPTROLLSSB. 

The  comptroller  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  is  the  proper  officer,  according  tb  the 
usages  of  the  dty,  to  receive  notioe  of  claims  upon  a  (^iA  le  be  paid  upon 
a  eontract  with  the  city.  BaU  v.  Oiiy  ^f  Bug^^  188i 

Where  the  cobtractor  had  drawn  orders  in  favor  of  divers  paitleii  upon  such 
ftmd,  and  had  directed  tiie  orders  to  the  comptroller  of  the  city,  which 
orders  had  been  presented  to  him,  and  by  him  had  been  attsched  to  the 
contract  of  the  drawer,  Mdy  that  the  dty  had  notice  of  such  daims,  and 
were  liable  to  tfaeettent  of  the  funds  in  their  haniiiout  of  whicA  said 
orders  were  fb  have  been  paid.  Id, 

Such  6rders  were  equivalent  to  an  assignment  of  so  much  of  tihe  fimd  hi  the 
treasury  of  the  city,  and  the  city  was  thereby  constituted  trustees  of  the 
parties  interested.  Id. 

&i  equity,  sn  order  given  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  upon  a  third  person  hav- 
ing Ainds  of  the  debtor  to  pay  the  creditor  out  of  sodxfbnds,  is  «  binding 
equitable  assignment  of  so  much  of  said  fimd.  NL 

CONSANGtnNlTT. 

Op  a  judgb.  a  Judgment,  sitteiiipted  to  be  rendered  by  li  judge,  who  is  disqual- 
ifled  by  reason  of  oonsanguini^  With  one  of  the  patties,  is  void  in  the  most 
extreme  seose  known  to  the  law,  and  therefore  is  utterly  incapable  of  being 
made  good  ^y  aoy  admission,  waiver  or  express  coniaent.  Clmetito  v.  CZeof- 
mQJtffTy  310. 

COlJSIDERATIOIf. 
When  it  renders  a  (K>titract  void.    See  Capital  BTOOK,  ll8. 
Paid  by  one,  deed  given  to  another,    dee  Tbvsts,  l68. 
See  Chbok,  539. 

CONTRACT. 

Tfeimtft.  An  oflbr  lo  pay  what  is  due  On  a  contract,  |>rotided  the  bth^  par^ 
will  give  a  release  for  all  damages,  eCft.,-  is  not  a  tender  of  payment 

Whdn  the  contract  has  been  completed,  and  the  balance  due  thereon  is  with- 
held to  compel  a  release  of  other  claims,  the  party  has  his  action  fbr  the 
recovery. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  commissioners  were  authorized  to 
make  aoy  alterations  in  the  ''form,  dimeusions,  or  materials  of  the  work,'* 
a  resolution  ordering  the  excavatlou  to  coaSe  at  a  certain  point,  or  to  go  no 
farther  is  not  a  violation  of  the  coutract  GlOurk  v.  Maycfr^  ek.,  9. 

Where  the  plaintifi^  entered  hito  a  contract  with  the  defendant  to  deliver  hlih  a 
•  .  quantity  of  chairs,  a  part  of  which  he  then  had,  and  a  part  of  which  were 
to  be  manufactured,  and  to  take  in  payment  therefor  the  notes  of  l£.  at  six 
months,  and  delivered  the  chairs  he  had  on  hand ;  and  subsequent^ 
demanded  of  the  defendant  zhe  notes  of  M.  for  the  chairs  delivered,  which 
wore  refascd— 4n  an  action  to  recover  fbr  the  choirs  delivered,  Jiildi  that 
the  plaintiff  might  recover.  Pattridge  v,  QHdermeiater^  93. 

77 


610  INDEX, 

That  in  order  to  put  the  plaintiff  in  the  wroncr  respecting  the  chairs  to  be  man 
ufactured  and  delivered,  the  defendant  would  have  tendered  the  notes  of 
IL  and  demanded  the  chairs.  J<L 

That  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  deliver  the  chairs  onlj  upon  the  credit  of  IL,  and 
was  entitled  to  the  notes  on  the  delivery  of  the  chairs  or  any  part  thereof.  Id 

That  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  deliyer  to  the  plmtiff  the  notes  of  IC  for 
the  chairs  delivered  when  demanded,  exonerated  the  plaintiff  from  any  Air- 
ther  delivery  of  the  chairs,  and  entitled  him  to  his  action  for  those  already 
delivered.  Jd. 

A  contract  is  not  void  ns  against  a  staitnte,  unless  founded  upon  an  illegal  con- 
sideration which  enters  into  and  forms  a  part  of  tho  contract,  or  unless  it 
provides  for  doing  something  distinctly  forbidden.  Offdenabwgh  R.  R,  Oo. 
T.  Wciley^  118. 

The  defendants  esoployed  the  plaintiff  to  cut  down,  prepare  and  transport  Ut 
market^  from  a  particular  timbered  lot,  dock  sticks  of  prescribed  sizes,  and 
spruce  trees  of  certain  dimensions,  suitable  for  spars.  In  performing  the 
work  some  of  the  dock  sticks  being  got  out  were  smaller  than  the  contract 
prescribed,  and  the  spruce  trees  cut  were  of  an  inferior  size  and  quality. 
The  defendants  looked  on  in  silence,  raising  no  objection,  and  both  the 
dock  sticks  and  qpars  were  delivered  and  aocepMd  at  New  York,  under  the 
contract,  and  remained  in  the  defendants'  possession  until  sold,  without  a 
word  of  disapprobation  because  of  any  deviation  firom  the  agreement. 
JHlce  v.  Nash,  335. 

Heldy  that  under  these  circumstances  it  was  not  for  the  defendants  to  insist  that 
they  were  absolved  from  making  full  compensation  to  the  plaintiff  for  his 
labor,  because  some  of  the  dock  sticks  did  not  stnctiy  oonibrm  in  size,  nor 
the  spars  in  quality,  to  the  contract  Id. 

Where  one  party  to  an  agreement  assents  to  work  as  it  is  being  performed  by 
the  other,  and  with  a  knowledge  of  a  deviation  from  the  strict  letter  of  the 
agreement,  fails  to  make  any  objection,  he  cannot  afterward  make  auch 
devii^ion  a  ground  of  refusal  to  perform  on  his  part.  Id, 

A.  party  agreeing  to  cut,  prepare  and  transport  to  market  dock  sticks,  spars, 
etc.,  ibr  another,  is  not,  while  transporting  the  timber,  acting  as  a  common 
carrier;  and  his  duty  extends  no  further  than  to  tiie  exerdse  of  ordinary 
prudence,  care  and  skill  in  protecting  the  property  from  loss  or  damage.  Id 

For  a  loss  caused  by  an  unusual  flood,  by  mere  casualty,  against  which  ordi- 
nary prudence  and  diligence  could  not  protect,  and  witiiout  any  lack  of 
care  or  skill  on  his  part,  he  is  not  liable.  Id, 

Bescinding  for  fraud,  and  sumg  for  goods.    See  Practiob,  432. 

A  contract  to  build  a  hull  of  a  vessel,  being  wholly  executory  in  its  character, 
passes  no  title  to,  or  interest  in,  the  vessel,  as  against  parties  having  no 
notice  of  such  contract.  Seymmr  v.  Montgomery^  463. 

Where  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  perform  certain  work  upon  tho  house  of  the 
defendant,  at  »  price  stipulated  to  be  paid,  and  the  building  is  destiroyed 
by  fire  before  tiie  work  is  completed,  the  plaintiff  will  beentitied  to  recover 
for  the  work  performed  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire.  JXibJo  v.  Mnsae,  476. 

In  such  contraot,  by  the  destruction  of  the  house  without  the  fault  of  tho  plaint" 
iff,  the  defendant  is  put  in  default,  upon  the  principle  that  he  was  bound 
tp  finish  the  house  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  complete  his  contract  Id. 

Where  the  owner  of  property  retains  possession,  and  contracts  for  the  per- 
formance of  work  upon  it,  there  is  an  implied  oblip'ation  for  him  to  have  it 
on  hand  and  in  readiness  for  the  labor  to  be  performed.  Id. 

Where  a  party  purchases  a  tract  of  land  at  a  price  named,  and  pays  for  the 
same  in  a  city  lot,  stipulatiog  that  said  lot  shall  sell  within  one  year  at  that 
price  or  over,  and  in  case  of  its  not  selling  for  that  amount  he  will  make 
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up  the  deficiency  in  cash,  etc.,  the  other  party  is  at  liberty  to  sell  said 
lot  at  public  auction  at  any  tune  during  the  year,  and  if  it  does  not  bring 
the  price  stipulated  the  parly  will  be  liable  for  the  dofloiency.  ffakea  y. 
Feek,  506. 

De^rvered  on  condition,  532.    See  Lioense,  116. 

CONVERSION  OP  PROPERTY. 

What  amounts  to.  Where  property  is  sold  upon  a  condition,  if  the  condition 
.  is  not  complied  with  no  title  will  pass  from  the  vendor,  and  the  purchaser 
will  acquire  none ;  nor  can  he  convey  any  title  to  his  assignees.  Jessop  % 
MULt,  321. 

The  plaintiffs  sold  to  W.  a  quantity  of  steel,  at  the  price  of  $1,072.95,  upon  the 
condition  that  it  should  be  paid  for  by  W.'s  note,  indorsed  by  J.  C.  &  Go. 
The  property  was  sent  forward  to  W.  pursuant  to  his  directions,  subject  to 
the  aforesaid  condition.  He  received  the  property,  but  never  performed 
the  condition,  ffeld  that  the  act  of  W.  was  tortious  and  that  he  was 
liable  to  the  plaintiffs  in  trespass,  for  the  unlawftil  taking  of  the  property, 
and  that  an  action  would  lie  against  him  without  any  previous  demand.  Id. 

But  that  as  to  the  persons  claiming  the  property  as  assignees  of  W.  under  an 
assignment  in  trust  for  creditors,  they  having  acquired  possession  of  the 
property  innocently,  without  notice  of  any  defect  of  titlie  in  W.,  an  aoUon 
could  not  be  maintained  against  them  until  after  demand  and  refusal  Id. 

Heldj  alsoj  that  the  assignees  not  being  partners,  a  demand  must  be  made  upon 
eacti,  in  order  to  maintain  a  joint  action.  Id. 

IL  demand  and  refusal  do  not  constitute  a  conversion  of  property.  They  are 
but  evidence  of  a  previous  conversion.  Id. 

k  refusal  to  deliver  property  to  the  true  owner,  on  demand,  is  evidence — in  the 
absence  of  all  explanation  —  that  the  party  received  it  with  intent  to  set 
the  real  owner's  right  at  defiance.  Id. 

In  such  a  case  the  jury  will  be  justified  in  finding  a  conversion  before  suit 
brought,  although  the  demand  and  refusal  were  not  made  until  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit.  Id. 

A  fraudulent  purchaser  of  goods^  and  assignees  to  whom  he  has  assigned  the 
same  in  trust  for  creditors,  are  liable  to  a  joint  action  by  the  vendor,  to 
recover  the  possession.  Id. 

CORPORATIONS. 

AuTHORiTT  TO  OONVEY  PBOPERTT,  ETO.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(I  R.  S.,  691,  §  8),  prohibiting  the  conveyance,  etc.,  of  real  property,  or 
other  effects  of  a  corporation,  etc.,  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars  in  value, 
without  being  authorized  by  a  previous  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors, 
has  no  application  to  a  case  of  transfer  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  Ogden  v.  Raymond^  42. 

A  corporation  cfonsists  of  officers  and  agents,  some  of  whom  must  represent 
the  corporate  body  in  such  a  sense  as  to  render  him  a  proper  party  to 
receive  notice  for  and  on  behalf  of  such  corporation.  Per  DbniQi  Ch.  J  Id. 

The  comptroller  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  is  such  officer,  according  to  the  established 
usage  of  the  city,  to  receive  notice  of  claims  upon  a  fund  to  be  paid  upon 
a  contract  between  the  city  and  a  third  party.  RdU  v.  OUy  of  Buffalo,  193. 

The  right  to  take  and  grant  property  is  of  the  essence  of  every  corporation, 
whether  created  by  license,  by  prescription,  or  by  legislative  act,  and  in  the 
absence  of  legislative  prohibition  may  take  by  all  the  usual  modes  of  acquir- 
ing property.  Per  Wright,  J.  Sherwood  v.  American  Bible  Society ,  561. 

There  is  no  sts^tute  in  this  State  prohibiting  corporations  from  4C0[niring  per- 
sonal property  bjr  bequest,  fd. 
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Bj  comity  we  reoogniM  the  existenoe  of  oorporatknM  ih  other  Stetes,  and  por- 
mit  them  to  oxereise  thn  power  with  which  they  are  endowed  in  onr  own, 
wakdaB  MfMignant  to  onr  poho^  or  ilgorione  to  our  intetoota  H. 

Capital  stock.  Though  the  law  requires  iKe  gubscnber  to  the  capita]  stock 
of  a  railroad  company  to  pay  ten  per  oent  in  caeh  at  the  time  of  sulMcrib- 
ing,  to  make  a  valid  contract  binding  on  the  parties,  yet  if  the  subscriber, 
instead  of  paying  the  ton  per  oent  in  cash,  give  his  note  for  the  same,  and 
subsequently  pay  it,  so  that  the  company  gets  the  money,  he  is  thereby 
Oooiftiluted  a  legri  stodcholder  of  such  company,  and  is  liable  on  his  sub* 
scHptiDB.  Ogdenshnrgh  R  R  Go.  T.  WoUey^  118. 

DEED. 

A  deed  np^arhig  to  be  of  the  age  of  thirty  years,  may  bo  g^yen  in  evidenco 
f  withotit  proof  of  execution,  if  such  an  account  of  it  be  given  as  may, 
under  the  circumstances,  be  reasonably  expected ;  and  such  as  affords  the 
presumption  that  it  is  genmna  Bndera  v.  Sternberg^  264.  , 

Seooodary-  evidenoe  may  be  given  of  a  document  which  has  been  accidentally 
lost  and  defitroyed  without  the  fault  of  the  party  offering  ft,  althottgh  such 
docuuMBt  is  onoi  which,  from  age  or  other  circumstances,  proves  itself, 
instead  of  being  authenticated  by  ordinary  proof  of  ite  execution.  Id, 

When»  evidence  has  been  offered,  and  has  been  rejected  by  the  court,  It  is  to  be 
presumed  ^k»  proposed  evidenoe  woidd  have  been  given  had  the  court  per- 
mitted it  to  have  been.  M, 

DEMAND. 

Of  ()HAtTEtd  AKD  REFUSAL  TO  DHLIYSB  WHBlf  OIYB  ▲  BIGST  OV  AjOnOH.     8ee 

Chattels,  468. 

DOWER. 
Of  an  alien  widow.  See  Alien,  369. 

ESCAPE. 


See  Jail  Ldots,  621. 


ESTOPPEL. 


To  make  a  judgment  an  estoppel  to  proving  oeitain  facto  in  a  subsequent  case, 
it  should  be  made  to  appear  upon  what  grounds  the  prior  verdict  and  judg- 
ment proceeded.  OolweU  v.  Mleakkpt  62. 

See  Lioensb,  116. 

BVlDByOB. 

ABinssitnm.  fttatettients  made  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  in  the  absence 
of  other  prtrnf,  are  to  be  pi«smned  to  have  been  made  in  his  hearing. 
Meh/tdlkr  v.  Feof^  66. 

An  objection  by  prisoner's  counsel  to  an  inquiry  by  the  prosecution  as  to  what 
was  said  and  done  by  a  third  party  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  with- 
out specifying  the  nature  or  ground  of  l&e  objection,  is  too  general  to  be 
available.  Id, 

^%e  admission  of  distinct  focto  during  a  negotiation  for  a  settlement,  is  compe- 
tent evidence  against  the  party  making  it  BarUeU  v.  Tourhox^  496. 

Where  evidence  on  both  sides  is  very  close,  and  questions  of  recovery  or  defeat 
before  the  jury  nicely  balanced — there  being  no  manifest  error  in  conduct- 
ing the  trial — ^it  does  not  present  a  proper  case  for  a  court  of  review  to 
interfere.  Vidms  v.  New  York  Central  R  R  Co.,  23. 

Neolioenoe.  The  question  of  negligence  may  be  answered  by  reference  to  a 
{treat  variety  of  incidents  and  circumstences  proper'  for  the  jury  to  con- 
sider —  and  in  respect  to  which  they  may  exercise  a  judicious  discretion.  Id. 
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A  deed  appearing  to  be  of  tihe  age  of  thirty  years,  siay  be  gSr^m  I&  etideiioe 
without  proof  ef  exeeutioBB,  if  mich  an  aoeomil  of  it  be  given  a»  may, 
under  the  circumstancee,  be  reasonably  expected;  and  such  a»  affbrdfa  the 
presumption  thai  it  is  genuine.  Enders  v.  Sternberg^  264. 

Secondary  evidenoo  may  be  given  of  a  document  which  has  been  accidentally 
lost  and  destroyed  without  the  fault  of  the  party  offering  it,  all^ongh  bu(»l 
document  is  one  which»  from  age  or  othor  circumstances,  proves  itself, 
instead  of  being  authenticated  by  ordinary  proof  of  its  execution.    Id, 

Where  evidence  has  been  efftved,  and  has  been  rejected  hfHie  eoutt,  it  is  to  be 
presumed  the  proposed  evidence  would  have  been  ifiven  had  the  court  per- 
mitted it  to  have  been.  Id, 

Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  riiow  ^at  an  assignment,  abscdute  in  terms,  is 
intended  as  collateral  security  merely.  Mufford  v.  JMer^  3U 

A  patiBnt  ambigmty  in  a  written  centmot  cannot  be  explained  by  |>arel  evi- 
dence. Bhssbwg,  e^,  R  R  Go,  v,  Thga  R  R  O^.,  49^ 

It  fai  not  eompeteot  to  prove,  fbr  the  purpose  of  establidiing  the  ftet,  Hiat  a 
oh%tteI  mortgage  was  exeeuted  as  security  for  a  note  ^ven  to  compound 
a  felony,  that  one  of  the  assignors  of  the  mortgage  said,  before  the  assign- 
ment, thereof,  that  he  Icnew  the  mortgi^  was.  given  to  satUe  and  drop  a 
criminal  prosecution.  Earl  v.  OkUe,  36. 

Where  letters  were  produced  and  identified  by  a  witness,  and  although  he  had 
forgotten  the  facts  therein  stated,  he  was  able  to  say  in  substance,  that  the 
contenta  of  the  leMers  were  imdonbtedly  true  at  the  time  they  were  writ- 
ten, altihoiigh  ha  was  thm  unable  to  remember  them ;  Bkld^  that  they  were 
adtaaiasible  as  anxihary  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  and  as  memoranda 
made  by  hni  of  a  tiien  ezisiing  state  of  facts.  Leitm  v.  IngeraoUf  347. 

See  BsED,  264. 

See  Afpbai.  lUmaw,  486. 

See  GSBOE,  &39. 

EXAMINATION. 

Se«  WtnmsH,  fiSO. 

EXECUTION. 
What  constitutes  a  valid  levy.  See  Levy,  377. 

SXTIN0UISHMENT. 
Of  judgment.  See  Jtjdgkknt,  281. 

FOREIGN  COBPORATIONS. 
Taxation  of,  etc,  80Sk 

FBADULENT  BBPBBSSNTATIONa 
See  Bklbasb,  340. 

GIFT. 

Of  husband  to  wifk.  A  gift  by  a  husband  to  wife  win  be  upheld  without  the 
aid  of  the  statuibea  of  1848,  1848,  1860  or  1862,  where  the  ri^ts  of  cred- 
itors are  not  concerned.  Keiiy  v.  GampbeU^  39. 

The  husband  may  act  as  the  agent  of  the  wife  and  what  he  said  while  acting 
as  her  agent  at  the  time  of  taking  a  bill  of  sale,  etc,  is  a  part  of  the  res 
gestxB^  and  therefore  competent  evidence  for  the  wifb.  M, 

Pamskt  to  child.  Where  the  right  of  creditors  do  not  stand  in  the  way,  it  is 
perfectly  lawful  for  a  parent  to  make  provision  by  gift,  present  or  testa- 
ment for  his  children.  BwMin  v.  BwMin^  141. 
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A  ydimtaiy  executory  gift  will  not  always  be  enforced  by  the  courts ;  but  an 
executed  one  is  as  valid  as  though  based  upon  a  full  pecuniary  considera- 
tion. IcL 

HIGHWAY. 

See  Title,  233. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Husband  may  act  as  agent  of  the  wife,  etc.  See  Gift,  29. 

A  wife  owning  a  farm,  purchased  with  her  own  money,  can  employ  her 
msolyent  husband  to  work  the  same  without  impeaching  her  tide  to  the 
issues  and  profits  of  the  same.  Vrooman  v.  OriffUhs,  63. 

It  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  referee,  to  permit  leading  questions  to  bo 
put  to  witnesses  by  the  party  calling  them,  though  the  opposite  party 
object,  and  except  to  the  same.  Id, 

The  wife  owning  a  farm  is  as  much  entitled  to  the  issues  and  profits  thereof 
when  worked  by  her  insolvent  husband,  as  when  worked  by  any  other 
insolvent.  Balooji,  J.  Id. 

Husband  and  wife  when  witnesses  for  each  other.  See  Witnicsses,  250.' 

INDIANS. 

Tbeatt  with.  In  the  treaties  on  the  part  of  Ogden  and  Fellows  with  the 
Beneoa  and  also  with  tiie  Tusoarora  nations  of  Indians,  made  in  the  pres- 
ence of  commissioners  on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  com- 
missioners on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose,  on  tiie  part 
pf  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  of  purchasing  from  said  nations  their  respective 
pre-emption  right  to  their  respective  reservations  in  this  State,  the  United 
States  assumed  no  obligations,  and  undertook  the  performance  of  no  duties, 
in  respect  to  the  said  Ogden  and  Fellows,  in  their  purchase  of  said  reserva- 
tions. McKeon  v.  TUlotaMj  161. 

Neither  of  said  treaties  contained  any  stipulations  or  agreements  of  anything  to 
he  done  or  performed  in  respect  to  said  purchase,  on  the  part  of  ihe  United 
States.  K 

INDICTMENT. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  under  the  statute  of  1845,  making  it  criminal 
for  a  **  person  to  advise  or  procure  any  pregnant  woman  to  take  any  medi- 
cine, drug,  substance,  etc.,  with  the  intent  thereby  to  procure  the  miscar- 
riage of  any  such  woman.''  The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charged 
that  the  defendant,  on,  etc.,  at,  etc.,  did  then  and  there  advise  and  attempt 
to  procure,  and  did  procure,  one  K.  D.  to  take  certain  medicines,  eta,  viz. : 
certain  pills,  known,  etc,  with  intent,  eta  The  second  count  charged 
thAi  *' heretofore,  to  wit,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  one  E.  D.  was  then 
and  there  a  pregnant womui;"  that  the  accused,  "for  the  purpose  and 
with  the  intent  to  cause  and  produce"  her  miscarriage,  "did  advise  and 
procure  her,'*  the  said  E.  D.,  then  and  there  to  take  certain  drugs,  eta 
OrichUm  v.  The  People^  341. 

Hdd,  that  the  second  cou|it  was  not  bad  for  want  of  a  sufficient  venue. 

Hdd^  aUoi  that  conceding  that  the  second  count  was  defective,  that  would  not 
be  fatal,  on  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  if  the  first  count  was  good.  Id, 

The  averment  in  the  first  count  was  that  the  prisoner  advised  E.  D.,  to  take 
certain  medicines,  drugs  and  substances,  to  wit,  certain  pills  known  as  Dr. 
James  Clark's  female  pills ;  and  the  evidence  was  that  he  bought  a  bottie 
of  Dr.  Clark's  female  pills,  and  told  her  to  take  them,  etc.  Hdd^  that  the 
.  allegation  was  substantially  proven,  if  it  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  sur- 
plusage. Id. 
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The  evidence  showing  the  prifloner  to  have  done  everythingr  averred  in  tiie  first 
count,  excepting  that  the  pills  recommended  were  Dr.  Olark's  pills,  instead 
of  Pr.  James  Clark's  pills ;  also  that  the  prisoner  had  porohased  Sir  James 
Gark's  pills  at  the  place  where  he  told  K  D.  he  had  purchased  them;  Hdd^ 
also,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  show  that  the  pills  he  recommended 
were  Dr.  Jama  Olark's  pills,  the  evidence  was  ample  to  submit  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  it  was  this  particular  medicine  the  prisoner  recom- 
mended. Id. 

INDORSBR.. 

Natubb  of  bis  GONTBAor.  See  Nxgotiable  Papbr,  228. 

INFANT. 
If  an  infant  insist  on  a  right  of  action  he  must  show  compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions on  which  his  right  of  action  is  to  arise,  irrespective  of  his  age. 
Eonegsberger  v.  Second  Avenue  Railroad  Ckmipany,   670. 

IN  BBH. 
Frodbedinos  nr.    Against  a  vessel  determines  no  question  of  ownership,  104. 

INTEREST. 
Where  a  mortgage  upon  lands  situated  in  this  State  is  executed  here— it  not 
appearing  where  it  is  made  payable— and  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that 
a  rate  of  interest  different  from  that  allowed  by  the  laws  of  New  York 
was  intended  by  the  parties,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was 
made  governs,  as  to  the  rate  of  interest.  Lewis  v.  IngersoU,  34*7. 

JAIL  MKITS. 

If  a  person  admittod  to  the  Uberites  of  the  jail  limits  is  without  sadh  limits  by 
virtue  of  a  valid  legal  process  which  affords  justification  to  the  officer 
taking  him  thence,  it  is  not  to  be  deemed  an  escape  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Wilekmsv.  Wilkt,  621. 

When  a  person  confined  on  the  limits  of  a  jail  within  this  State,  is  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  warrant  of  the  speaker  -  of  the  house  of  representatives  to 
Washington  to  answer  for  a  contempt  in  not  appearing  before  a  oommittee 
of  the  house  when  duly  summoned — it  is  not  an  escape  fh)m  such  limits.  Id, 

To  constitute  an  escape  there  must  be  some  agency  of  the  prisoner,  or  some 
wrongful  act  by  a  third  person,  against  whom  the  law  gives  a  remedy.  Id. 
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JUDGE. 

BSINQ  A  BBLATIOK  OF  A  PABTT  IB  DISQUALIFIBD,  ETC.     See  3lO. 

JUDGMENT. 

The  doctrine  of  extinguishment  by  judgment,  has  no  application  where  the 
judgment  is  not  against  the  principal  debtor,  but  against  one  collaterally 
liable.  In  such  case,  there  must  be  both  judgment  and  satisfaction  to  affect 
the  principal  debt  Ciapp  v.  Meserole,  281. 

Where  a  judgment  is  rendered  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  is  subject  to  an 
arrest  and  imprisonment,  it  should  be  so  stated  in  the  judgment,  if  the 
plaintiff  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  such  remedy.  Carpentier  v.  WiUet^  610. 

The  subsequent  indorsement  by  the  justice  that  execution  against  the  body  is 
to  issue,  is  not  sufficient.  Such  entry,  to  be  available,  must  be  entered  in 
and  become  a  part  of  the  judgment.  Id. 

See  CoNSANOxniriTT,  310. 

JUDGMENT  BY  CONFESSION. 

Under  section  383  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  it  is  enough  that  the  nature  and 
consideration  of  tho  debt  confessed,  the  time  in  which  it  occurred,  and  that 
it  is  due  and  unpaid,  bo  concisely  stated.  OanddU  v.  Fining  217. 
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UM  uvioewi^  that  ik^  atatemoBt  should  be  m  precise  and  particular  aa  a 
bill  of  partjicQlara^  Id 

The  reqnh^ments  of  the  Code  in  this  particular  are  not  to  be  measured  bv  the 
requirements  of  the  act  of  1818.  (Lawa  1818,  ch.  2(69,  g  6.)  Id. 

^.  atatemapt  ia  aulBoieiit  to  anthoriae  a  judgment  hy  eeofaflBioa  under  section 
383  oC  the  Code  o£  Pfooedura»  which  statea  the  indabtednesfi  to  be  twofold: 
first,  on  a  promissorj  note,  giving  amount  and  date,  "  baingp  for  mone7 
loaned  me  by  plaintiff  to  commence  busipefls  as  a  merchant ;"  and,  second, 
on  a  promissory  note,  stating  amount  and  date,  "being  for  money  paid  by 
plaintiff  for  me  on  the  real  estate  I  now  own  at  Irvijig*  Aekery..  Ackar^  291. 

A  statement  upon  which  to  enter  a  judgviaqt  by  confession,  under  section  383 
of  thQ  Code,  in  these  words :  *'  This  confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  detail 
justly  due  to  the  plaintiff,  arising  upon  the  following  facta:  For  money 
lent  by  said  plaintiff  to  me  on  the  first  day  of  Apru,  1356,  and  interest 
thereon  from  the  first  day  of  April,  186*7,'*  is  sufficient.  Glemenisv.  G%rat(;,297. 

A  statement  in  these  words:  ^*This  confession  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly 
oanng  £?<»»  ipa  and  due  to  tlia  plaiatiff,  arialag  fpom  the  fisllowing  fiicts': 
For  money  borrowed  by  me  of  him  in  June,  1856,  for  which  I  gave  him 
my  note  and  one  year's  interesit  thareon^^^  is  sufficient  Id. 

A  statement  in  these  words :  "This  confsssion  of  judgment  is  for  a  debt  justly 
due  and  owing  fVom  me  U>  the  plaintifif^  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise, 
groceries,  dry  goods,  salt,  calico,  musliti,  molasses,  sugar  and  other  artidea 
'  sold  and  delivered,  by  thein  to  me,  at  various  tunes  within  the  last  two 
years,  aa  per  schedule  annexed,**  is  sufficient  although  in  fhct  no  schedule  ia 
annexed  to  the  confession.  Id, 

I^  a  atataman^  ia  aufficlanUy  coneiae,  within  tjba  laagoaga  aii4  sAaaniag  of  the 
Qq^  the  ov^isaion  of  a  schedula  therela  la&rreidto  aa  ^annexed,"  wiU  not 
iny^idat^  t^a  judgment  I4» 

See  Arrbst,  610. 

JUB.Y  TRIAL. 

Party  entitled  to,  not  demandhig  it,  caimot  take  advantage  on  an  appeal,  72. 

The  prpvi^lon  of  the  State  Conatitution  respecting  trial  by  jury  ia  not  that  i* 
s^all  be  used  in  all  cases,  but  in  all  casea  in  which  it  had  baen  therat<9^ore 
used.   Van  Markr  v.  Eoichkiaa^  68&. 

The  practice  of  referring  issues,  the  trial  of  whidi  would  require  the  examina- 
tion of  long  aepountfl^  haa  prevailed  by  the  practice  of  the  oourta  from  twa 
immemorial,  and  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  Id. 

See  Appeal  Bevibw,  566. 

IiEGfATBES. 

Aa  TO  WBKR  THB  ESTATB  18  TSa  FBOfOlPAL  DEBTOB,  Ha  Ssa  ADMimSTEa- 
TOB  AND  EXECUTQB,  281. 

To  make  a  vaKd  levy  upon  goods,  it  is  necessary  that  the  property  should  be 
in  viQW  and  uAder  control  of  the  officer ;  that  he  should  assert  such  con- 
trol  either  by  removing  the  property,  or  asserting  the  levy,  and  that  some 
memorandum  of  the  levy  should  be  made  at  the  time,  B(fnd  v.  WiUeU^  377. 

The  leaving  of  the  goods  in  the  possession  of  the  debtcr,  althaagh  at  the  risk 
of  the  officer,  does  not  invalidate  the  levy.  Id, 

A  constable  levying  upon  the  interest  of  defendant  m  execution,  in  property 
legally  held  by  a  third  party  in  virtue  of  an  exiatiug  Ueny  cannot  remove 
the  proper^  from  the  possession  of  such  third  party  j  and  if  he  does  so  ha 
will  be  liable  therofbr.  Jhalow  y.  I^Bbnam,  568. 
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LICENSE. 

Parol  to  build  a  dam,  eto.  A  parol  Hoeoae  gfven  without  oonaideratioii,  to  a 
party  to  build  a  dam  upon  the  land  of  the  liceoaer  and  across  that  portion 
of  a  stream  included  within  bis  boundaries,  is  not  an  equitable  estoppel 
operatmg  by  way  of  impediment  upon  the  Ucenaer  and  those  dfirivlag  title 
from  him.  Babcock  v.  UUfir,  11$. 

Equity  never  aids  in  Bul>verBion  of  legal  rights ;  but  on  the  oontraiy  it  always 
assists  in  their  security  and  preservation,  by  appropriate  remedies,  and  in 
furtherance  of  justice.  Id, 

A.  9iere  verbal  license  to  do  an  ^t»  or  a  series  of  aots,  upon  tbe  land  of  the 
Uoenser^  necessarily  excludes  the.  ideit  of  a  contract  right  which  equity 
might  enforce.  Id, 

The  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Bench  v.  Kerr  (14  a  ft  R.,  207),  not  law  in  this  State. 
Id. 

A  parol  license  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  grant  in  fee,  whenever  the  rights 
elaimed  thereunder  are  such  as  cannot  be  created  by  par<^.  Scmte  par^ 
ties,  397. 

But  if  the  parol  license  be  accompanied  by  a  parol  grant  of  that  which  is  capa- 
ble of  passing  by  parol,  then  the  license  may  be  deemed  a  part  of  the 
grant.  Id. 

Thus,  a  parol  license  to  enter  upon  the  land  of  the  licenser,  to  sever  from  the 
freehold  and  take  certain  articles,  might  be  good ;  but  if  such  Moense  were 
claimed  to  be  perpetual,  it  would  not  be  good,  as  such  an  estate  cannot  be 
ereated  byparoL  Id. 

Where  one  enters  upon  land  and  holds  under  a  license,  his  possession  is  not 
ad^ersQ,  aad  no  pjceanmption  arises  from  su<^  holding.  M 

Where  th^  mortgagor,  being  in  possession  of  the  premises,  mortgages  the  same 
without  usin^  the  wont  **  appurtenances,"  his  entire  legal  estate  in  the 
premises  is  included  m  the  mortgage,  the  same  as  if  the  word  "  appurte- 
nances "  had  been  used  in  the  usual  manner.  Id, 

MAimAMim. 

See  lUnnoiPAL  CoRPoaAnDMB,  454. 

MECHANICrS  LIEN. 


See  AppeaXi,  548. 
See  iNStr^AKOB,  % 
See  iKOHOXicwmt  341. 


MBDIOAL  EXAMINATION. 

lOSOAEBIAGE. 
MORTGAGE. 


LuBiLiTT  OF  MoBTOAGOB.  The  Conveyance  of  mortgaged  premises  subject  to  the 
mortgage  thereon,  does  not  make  the  grainlee  of  such  premises  personiJly 
liable  to  discharge  the  mortgage.  Binase  v.  Paige,  87. 

In  equity,  the  question  of  mortgage  is  one  of  intention  of  the  parties.  Id, 

II  seems  that  a  clause  in  a  contract  providing  that  in  case  any  dispute  arise,  the 
same  shall  be  settled  by  arbitrators,  is  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  such  oon- 
tract 

A  trustee  receiving  his  commission  cannot  charge  in  addition  a  counsel  fee  for 
himself  although  he  be  a  lawyer.  Id, 

A  mortgage  is  an  executed  conditional  transfer  of  the  estate  mortgaged.  In 
judgment  of  law,  any  conveyance  which  wonld  be  sufficient  to  pass  the  title 
to  the  purchaser,  conveys  it  to  the  mortgagee.  Bucklin  v.  Bw^nf  141. 
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The  aisignee  of  a  mortg^age  takes  subject  to  all  the  equities  of  the  debtor  as 
against  the  assignor;  and  any  demand  which  the  debtor  might  apply  or 
set  off  as  against  the  assignor,  may  be  so  applied  or  set  off  as  against  the 
assignee.  MarUey  v.  JbUham^  222. 

A  tender  of  what  is  duo  upon  a  mortgage— «nd  if  proceedings  have  been  com 
menced  to  forcelose  the  mortgage— of  the  costs  accrued  up  to  the  time  of 
making  the  tender,  extinguishes  the  lien  of  the  mortgage.  IbL 

Where  a  party  wishing  to  purchase  chattel  propertj^  which  is  mortgagedi  pays 
to  the  mortgagee  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  the  purchase,  upon  an 
understanding  that  the  chattel  shall  be  released,  and  the  mortgagee  will 
look  to  the  mortgagor  for  the  balance,  such  transaction  is  in  itsetf  a  release 
of  the  mortgage.  Rickerson  ▼.  Raeder^  492. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

Where  by  law  it  is  made  the  duty  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  pay  to  the  owners 
of  lands  appropriated  for  public  purposes,  the  amount  due  for  the  same, 
within  one  year  after  the  same  shall  be  ascertained  on  the  report  of  com- 
missioners appointed  for  that  purpose,  an  action  will  lie  against  such  cor- 
poration for  such  amount  after  the  same  becomes  due  and  payable.  Ch/Mon 
V.  City  of  Bi^ahy  454. 

^  8eem$t  that  if  the  fUnd  out  of  which  such  amount  to  be  paid,  is  to  be  raised 
by  an  assessment  to  be  made  by  the  corporation  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
corporation  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  Bucb,  assessment,  that  mandamug 
would  be  the  proper  remedy.  Id. 

Where,  by  the  charter,  the  sums  awarded  for  damages  are  not  declared  to  be  a 
debt  against  the  city,  or  when  it  is  not  made  the  duty  of  the  city  to  pay  the 
same,  the  only  obligation  resting  upon  the  corporation  is  to  put  the  neces- 
sary machinery  in  motion  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  Jd. 

See  COMFTROLLEB,  193 . 

NBGOTIABLB  PAPER. 

Parties  to,  bto.  Parties  to  protested  negotiable  paper  may,  by  special  agree- 
ment, provide  for  taking  up  such  paper,  without  altering  tiie  status  of 
their  legal  rights  in  respect  to  each  other.  Fredand  v.  Van  Goumpen^  39. 

The  mere  fact  of  indorsement  of  negotiable  paper  gives  no  right  of  action 
against  the  indorser.  His  contract  is  conditioncJ,  and  depends  on  facta 
outside  the  written  instrument  ConkUng  v.  OamdaU^  228. 

His  promise  to  pay  is  conditioned  thaf  the  holder  shall  present  the  note  for 
payment;  and  if  the  payment  is  refused,  notice  shall  be  given  to  him  at  the 
time  and  in  the  manner  required  by  law.  Id, 

Facts  necessary  to  be  proved  to  sustain  an  action,  must  be  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint as  giving  a  cause  of  action.  Id 

The  meaning  of  section  162  of  the  Code  commented  upon  by  WBiaHT,  J. 

NBGLIGENCE. 
See  EviDBNOB,  23. 

OGDEN  AND  FELLOWS. 
Trbaiibs  with  Indians.    See  Indians,  161. 

PAROL  BVIDBNCB. 
To  show  intent  of  weittbn  insteumbnt,  Bra    See  Bvidbnob,  31. 

PARTIES  TO  ACTIONS. 
Bee  Chbok,  539. 
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PARTNBBS. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  hy  two  persons  who  are  partners,  to  oolleot  a 
partnership  debt,  and  both  are  active  in  obtaining  the  judgment,  although 
one  of  them,  alone,  gives  the  directions  to  the  officer  for  seizing  the  property 
of  the  defendant,  upon  the  execution,  he  should  be  presumed  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  have  been  acting  in  conjunction  with  his 
co-plaintiff  in  a  common  enterprise  of  collecting  their  joint  debt  by  a  seizure 
of  the  debtor's  property.  Chambers  v.  ClearvHUer^  310. 

The  direction  to  levy  an  execution  upon  a  particuhir  piece  of  property  is  an 
incident  to  the  obtaining  payment  of  the  debt  by  legal  prooess :  and  when 
one  of  two  partners  is  found  acting  in  that  business,  the  presumption  is 
that  he  had  the  oountenanoe  and  assent  of  the  other  partner.  Id, 

PAYMENT. 
Bee  Pbimoipal  and  Agbitt,  347.    Also  Capital  Stock,  118. 

PRAOnCE. 

In  an  action  against  an  executor  to  recover  such  assets  as  come  into  the  hands 
of  his  testator,  and  remained  in  his  hands  at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  such  assets  ever  came  into 
the  hands  of  the  exfecutor.  It  is  sufficient  that  they  came  into  the  hands 
of  his  testator,  and  were  unadministered  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Walton 
v.  WaUon,  16. 

Questions  offset  upon  a  trial  before  a  judge  without  a  jury,  and  before  a  referee, 
are  open  to  examination  only  upon  appeal  to  the  General  Tenta  of  the 
court  in  which  the  trial  took  place.  Rice  v.  Jbham^  44. 

If  it  cannot  be  made  out  from  the  findings  whether  the  judgment  is  right  or 
wrong;  it  will  be  assumed  to  be  correct  and  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
Id. 

Such  judgment,  to  be  reversed,  must  appear  to  bo  erroneous  by  applying  the 
conclusions  of  law,  or  the  general  judgment  pronounced,  to  the  conclusions 
of  facts  stated  hi  the  findings.  M 

When,  through  the  inadvertence  of  counsel,  the  facts  are  so  presented  that  it  is 
impossible,  without  violating  woll-sottled  rules  of  practice,  to  do  justice 
between  ^e  parties,  this  court  has  power  to  suspend  the  judgment  in  order 
to  enable  ibe  party  whose  rights  might  otherwise  suffer,  to  apply  to  the  court 
firom  whose  judgment  the  appeal  was  taken,  for  a  re-setUement  of  the 
case.  Id, 

No  notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  owner  of  the  land,  claiming  a  freehold 
estate  therein,  of  proceedings  to  admeasure  dower  as  a  mere  supplement 
to  an  action  of  ^eotment,  m  which  the  plaintiff  has  succeded  in  establish- 
ing her  right  of  dower.  Stewart  v.  SmWi^  69. 

Such  proceedinff  is  governed  by  the  provisions  of  section  fifty-five  of  the  title 
treating  of  the  action  of  ^ectment  (2  B.  S.,  303.)  Id, 

Where  the  issue  is  such  that  a  party  is  entitled,  on  proper  demand,  to  have  the 
same  tried  by  jury,  and  he  omit  to  claim  such  right,  he  cannot  afterward, 
on  appeal,  object  to  the  mode  of  trying  such  issue.  Fienn,  Coal  Co,  v.  Del 
Canal  Co.,  72. 

Where  the  complaint  and  prayer  thereof  are  such  as  to  embrace  both  equitable 
and  legal  remedies,  the  defendant  may  move  the  court  to  compel  the  pany 
to  elect  on  which  part  of  the  case  he  will  proceed,  or  for  which  mode  of 
trial  or  resulting  relief  he  will  go.  Id. 

Or  the  court  may  strike  out  or  dismiss  that  part  of  the  complaint  seeking  mere 
equitable  relief,  leaving  the  remaining  issues  of  fact  to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 
Id, 
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The  meaning  and  application  of  th9  tenn  "  I0Q  "  discuBsed  hj  Emott,  J. 

Befoxe  a  party  baa  a  right  to  detain  for  the  payment  of  toU,  the  amount  to  bo 
paid  must  bo  fixed  and  aa/^ertained^  Id, 

It  iB  not  proper  for  the  Supreme  Cknirt,  on  the  return  of  a  remittitur,  to  add  any 
new  and  independent  direction  to  the  judfonent  of  this  court  beyond  what 
may  be  required  to  carry  that  Judgment  into  effect  McGregor  v.  BueS^  153. 

The  Supreme  Oourt  oamiot  add  to  the  judgment  contained  in  the  remittitur  a 
new  or  further  judgment,  even  for  costs  of  the'appeal  of  that  court  Id, 

Coila  of  the  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Oourt  are  pren  by  the  statute  to  the  pre- 
Tailing  party  only  in  appeals  involying  the  validity  or  proof  of  wiUa;  and 
not  to  eases  which  relate  only  to  the  gcanting  or  withholding  of  letters  tea* 
tementary  upon  a  will,  the  validity  or  execution  of  which  were  not 
involved.  Id, 

In  an  equitable  proQeedingi.  tb#  Qouvt  will  noi^  direct,  the  reoeiver  to  sell  proper^ 
witiiout  first  giving  a  party,  claiming  title  thereto  a  hearing.  Lane  ▼. 
Lutz,  203. 

On  examination  of  witnessesi^  see,  53«  2^0. 

On  offernig  evidence^  see,  269. 

In  an  action  to  recover  back  pioper^  which  had  been  ihindulentiy  obtoined 
upon  credit,  it  is  not  necessary  to  aveir  that  the  plMntiff  tendered  back  the 
notes  received  upon  the  purchase.  King  v.  Fikh,  432. 

ThA  &Qt  of  tisaderiog  back  the  notes  received  upon  the  purehase  only  gees  to 
show  ttiat  the  plaintiff  had  not  aJQIrmed  the  eoniraot  alter  he>had  knowl- 
edge of  the  fraud,  id 

It  is  wmeoessary  that  the  i^aintiff  canoek  the  note«  of  the  defendant— it  will  bei 
sufficient  if  he  produce  them  m  the  trial.  M 

The  object  of  a  demand  of  property  is  to  put  it  iu  the  power  of  the  party  to 
comply  therewith  without  epcposing  himself  to  other  parties,  JO, 

If  the  demand  be  not  sufficiently  specific  for  suoh  purpose,  yet  if  the  defendant 
does  not  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  demand,  and  ref\ises  to  deliver  up 
the  proper^  £qe  in^nroper  reasons,  a  furUier  d^Mod  will  be  unneceasafj. 
Id, 

If,  In  such  case,  the  plaintiff  has  received  the  notes  of  other  persons,  or  other 
property,  he  must  restore  or  offer  to  restore  them  before  suit  brought  Id. 

On  an  appeal  from  the  Special  to  the  General  Term,  the  undertaking  provided 
for  by  section.  336  of  the  Code  constitutes  no  part  of  the  appeal.  Its  only 
effect  is  to  stay  proceedhigs  upon  the  judgment  OerUer  v.  Fields^  483. 

It  would  be  eirov  for  the  Oeneral  Term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from  the  Special 
Term  because  the  appellant  had  failed  to  comply  with  an  order  of  the 
Special  Term  to  execute  a  new  undertaking.  Id, 

This  case  presents  merely  a  question  of  the  construodon  of  the  language  con- 
stituting a  clause  of  the  contract  Bloaabwrg^  etc^  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Tioga  R.  & 
Ob.,  486. 

Ko  appeal  lies  from  a  judgment  by  default  Id, 

In  mattera  of  mechanics*  lien  in  the  county  of  Erie,  the  court  acquires  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  sulrject-matter  by  the  personal  service  of  the  notice  required  by 
statute  upon  the  opposite  party  within  the  time  required  by  law.  MaUby 
V.  Cfreen,  648. 

On  a  trial  before  a  jury  where  the  court  directs  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  if 
there  is  any  question  for  the  jury  the  party  should  request  the  court  to 
submit  the  same ;  if  no  audi  request  ia  made,  the  question  cannot  be  con- 
sidered on  review.  Seymour  v.  Cowing^  632. 
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IttBtruamtt  ftdk  titider  msI  may  be  delivered  to  ibib  puty  to  wfaodit  tpoa  their 
Itee,  tkey  are  loads  payable,  or  ^viio,  by  tbeir  ientia.  is  entitled  to  eome 
intereat  <^t  benefit  tmdar  thetn,  upon  a  ooadition,  the  perfon&ftnoe  of  which 
is  necessary  in  order  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  holder  to  enforce  the 
contract.  li 

Where  the  party  claims  the  benefit  of  a  trust  conveyance,  treatlnf  ft  as  vtM 
in  his  complaint  and  nowhere  therein  seeking  to  impeach  it,  ho  is  not 
entitled  to  relief  on  «he  gfround  iMt  such  conveyance  is  void.  Id. 

It  is  a  universal  rule  in  chancery  to  grant  relief;  if  at  all,  on  some  nUittor  put  in 
issue  by  the  pleadings.  Borne  ^change  Bank  v.  JSames^  688. 

See  Adkinistbatob  and  Ezeoutor,  16. 

See  Appeal  Keview,  483,  648. 

PB£8tTl£»10KS. 

See  Admissions,  66.    Also  see  Oommissionebs  or  IT.  S.  Loan  Fund,  316. 

See  Partners,  310. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Ifae  promiee  of  an  agent  of  mortgagees,  that  he  win  assnme  and  allow  a  pay- 
ment made  by  a  tenant,  to  a  clerk  or  servant  of  the  agent,  upon  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  as  a  good  and  valid  payment  to  his  principals,  when  he  has 
no  authority  ^m  his  principals  to  make  any  such  promise  on  their  behalf 
and  he  never  did  allow  it,  or  account  to  the  mortgagee  for  the  moaey,  is 
but  the  individual  promise  of  the  agent,  and  in  no  respect  the  promise  of 
Uie  mortgagees,  nor  binding  upon  them.     Lewis  v.  IngeraoU^  347. 

Nor  will  such  promise  estop  the  mortgagees  from  insisting  that  the  payment  was 
never  made.  Id, 

A  payment  of  money  intended  to  be  applied  upon  a  bond  and  mortgage,  to  a  derk 
or  servant  of  the  mortgagee's  agent,  the  receiver  not  being  an  agent, 
clerk  or  servant  of  the  mortgagees,  and  never  having  acted  as  such,  is  not 
in  legal  effect  a  payment  to  the  agent  and  so  a  piayment  to  the  mortgageea. 
J9. 

When  an  agent  lutdertakes  to  aot,  or  do  his  business,  by  or  through  another, 
the  acts  of  such  other  are  not  the  acts  of  the  principal,  unless  the  agent 
had  authority  to  employ  or  appc^t  others.  Id, 

Acts  merely  mechanical,  an  agent  may  emplc^  others  to  perform,  having  first 
determined  that  such  acts  are  necessary  or  proper  to  be  performed.  But 
not  so  with  acts  involving  the  ezeroiBe  of  s  discretion,  or  anything  of  the 
character  of  a  trust,  whidi  is  in  its  nature  personal  to  an  agent  Id, 

In  such  cases  the  agent  has  no  right  to  turn  the  principal  over  to  an^tLer  of 
whom  he  knows  nothing.    *&%  maxim  is,  ddegosha  non  poiest  delegare.  Id, 

The  authority  to  an  agent,  f^om  a  principal,  to  receive  money,  is  moet  dearly  a 
personal  trust  and  confidence,  whidi  cannot  be  delegated  without  certain 
and  plain  authority.  Id. 

Whem  a  mortgage  npoki  lands  Mtaatod  in  thk  Stato  is  executed  here— it  not 
appearing  where  it  is  made  payable — and  there  is  nothing  to  indicato  that 
a  rate  of  interest  different  from  that  allowed  by  the  hiws  of  New  York 
was  intended  by  the  parties,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  was 
made  governs,  aa  to  the  rate  of  interest  Id. 

.PBQMISSOBT   NOTE. 
See  Neqotiable  Paper,  39. 

RELEASE. 
Where  the  defendant  by  fraudulent  representation  procured  plaintiflb  to  release 
their  mortgage  lien  upon  certain  premises,  and  before  disoovery  of  the 
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firancl  the  title  to  said  p^mises  had  been  eo  conveyed  that  the  lien  oonld 
not  be  jreatofed,  the  plaintiiEi  will  be  entitled  to  judgment  against  the 
defendant  for  the  amount  of  the  lien  ao  released.  Stebbku  y.  Biawett,  2iO. 

BELEASB  OF  MOBTQAaR. 
Bee  MoBTOAOi,  492. 

RESCINDING  CONTBACT& 
7or  fraud,  and  suing  to  reooyer  back  the  goods,  432. 

BEMITTITUR. 
Soe,  As  TO  POWEB  or  Supreme  Ck)UBT  ok  betuek  of,  from  Court  of  Appealb,  163. 

SEPARATE  PBOPBBTT  OP  WIPE. 
See  OiFT,  29. 

SETTLEICENT. 

OpENDia  OF.  Defendants  cannot  claim  the  openlnfl:  of  an  aUeged  settlement 
on  the  gnmnd  of  a  mistake,  without  establishing  aflrmatively  the  4»'itt^nOT 
of  such  mistake,  Eerrick  ▼.  Ames,  190. 

SHEBIFP. 

The  sheriff;  when  sued  for  an  escape,  may  avail  himself  of  the  defense  that  the 
defendant  was  not  sulject  to  arrest  on  the  execution.  CaiyenHer  v.  WU- 
kU,  610. 

STATUTE. 

CoKSTRUOTiON  OF.  I  B.  &,  691,  §8.  See  Cobpoeatiov,  42. 

STATUTE  OF  UMITATIONa 

ntle  two  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  extend  to  cases  where  the  right  of 
action  had  accrued  when  that  title  became  a  law,  but  leaves  them  to  be 
governed  by  the  law  then  in  fproe.  Van  Akn  v.  FbUz,  332. 

In  such  cases  no  written  promise  or  acknowledgment  is  neoeasaiy  to  take  a 
demand  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statate  of  limitations.  This  case^ 
reported  in  32  Barb.,  139,  reversed. 

STOCKHOLDEBa 
See  Trust,  688. 

stoce:holdeb. 

See  Capital  Stooie,  118. 

SUPBEUE  COIJBT. 

No  power  to  add  any  new  matter  to  judgment  after  retom  of  remittitor. 
McGregor  v.  BueO,  163. 

SUBBTT. 

One  who  is  a  mere  surety,  to  enable  another  to  prosecute  or  defend  an  action, 
is  not  a  person  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  or  defended,  and 
is  not  rendered  incompetent  as  a  witness,  under  section  299  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure.  Jeasop  v.  MOcr,  321. 

Hence,  a  surety  in  the  undertaking  given  by  the  plaintifTs  in  an  action  for  the 
claim  and  delivery  of  property,  for  the  return  of  the  property,  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  for  the  plaintiifa  Id, 
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TAXES. 

The  language  of  the  act  of  Februarj  27,  1855,  subjecting  to  taxation  *'aU  (non- 
realdent)  persona  and  associations  doing  buainesa  iU'&e  State  of  New  Yorlc," 
is  comprehensive  enough,  either  under  the  term  "persons"  or  "associa- 
tions," to  embrace  foreign  insuninoe  oompames.  BrUith  Oom.  Uh  /lu.  Oo, 
y.  GimmMSWMfrs  of  Tbu^  303. 

A  foreign  life  insurance  company  doing  buamesa  in  this  State  is  properly  taxa- 
ble in  the  city  where  the  principal  place  of  business,  or  office,  of  the  agency 
is  situated.  ML 

Where  a  foreign  insuranoe  company,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1853,  deposited  with  the  comptroller  of  the  State  $100,000,  for  the  benefit 
of  such  of  its  policy  holders  as  should  be  citizens  of  this  State,  of  which 
$50,000  was  in  public  stocks  of  the  United  States,  and  $50,000  in  bonds  of 
the  dty  of  Buffalo;  Eeld^  that  the  $50,000  of  government  stocks  was 
exempt  fh>m  State  taxation ;  but  that  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  Buffalo 
deposited  with  the  comptroller  wer9  subject  to  taxation.  Id, 

TBSNDEB.  , 

See  GONTR^OT,  Clark  v.  Mayors  etc,  9.  Also  see  98. 

Also  MoBTaAQB,  222. 

TITLE. 

Proceedings  in  rem  against  a  vessel  detennmes  no  qnestion  of  ownership,  104. 

QuxsTiON  or.  The  question  of  a  right  of  way,  either  public  or  private,  is  a 
question  of  title  to  real  estate,  which  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  Jurisdic- 
tion to  try.    Per  Johnson,  J.  LUUe  v.  Denn^  235. 

Whore  the  plaintiff  sues  before  a  justice  for  an  obstniction  of  the  highway,  if 
the  defendant  desires  to  raise  the  question  of  title,  or  right  of  way,  he 
should,  at  the  time  of  answering,  have  delivered  to  ti^e  justice  the  under- 
taking prescribed  by  section  56  of  the  Ck>de.  Having  failed  to  do  that,  he 
cannot  afterward  question  the  existence  of  the  highway.  Id. 

But  th9  defendant  may,  by  proper  evidence,  show  the  estabUshed  boundaries  of 
the  highway,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  alleged  obstruction  was 
not  within  such  boundaries.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  such 
action,  he  must  prove  the  existence  of  the  highway  by  other  evidence  than 
the  mere  user  by  the' public  for  the  term  of  one  year.  Id. 

The  question  of  encroachment  upon  the  highway  may  bo  determined  without 
involving  the  question  of  title— it  may  be  simply  a  question  of  boun- 
dary. ItJL 

As  to  the  passing  of  title,  see  321. 

TOLL. 

MeaniAg  of,  discussed,  per  Emott,  J.,  72. 

What  essential  to  the  right  to  detain  for,  72. 

TRUSTEE  AND  TRUST. 
Rights  in  respect  to  his  conunissions.    See  Mobtgagb,  87. 

TRUST. 
A  mortgage  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  disposition  of  land  by  deed,  within  the 

meaning  of  the  article  of  the  Revised  Statutes  respecting  uses  and  trusts. 

Bucklin  v.  Bwk^  141. 
A  trust  of  personalty  is  not  within  the  statutes  of  uses  and  trusts,  and  may  be 

created  for  any  purpose  not  forbidden  by  law.  Id. 
The  statute  of  limitations  does  not  commence  running  against  an  infant  etstni 

que  tntaty  although  her  right  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  accrue  to  her  more 

than  ten  years  before  she  becomes  of  age.  Id 
The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (3  R  S.,  16,  §  51)  must  be  construed  as 

abolishing  all  trusts  in  .land  paid  for  by  one  person  where  the  conveyance 

is  given  to  aoother,  whether  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  paying  the  money, 

or  for  another,  except  where  the  conveyance  is  so  taken  without  the 

knowledire  or  assent  of  the  party  whose  money  is  so  used — and  excepting, 

also,  in  favdr  of  creditors,  QiJbert  v.  GiCbert,  159. 
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A  deed  of  tnut  made  for  the  payment  of  debts  extends  only  to  debts  ezistiDg 
al  the  time  of  making  the  deed.  Id, 

There  must  be  a  trastee  competent  to  take  the  fbnd  so  as  to  secure  the  appro- 
priation to  the  purpose  intended.  There  can  be  no  iralid  trust  unless  the 
title  can  vest  in  some  person  natnral  or  artifldal  by  fhror  of  the  gift  itself. 
Sherwood  v.  American  BibU  Society^  661. 

A  debt  becoming  due  snbse^tieiitfy  to  the  making  of  such  deed,  under  the  act 
of  Mardi  22,  1811,  making  stockholders  ^f  certain  corporations  liable  for 
the  debts  thereof  due  and  owing  after  its  dissolution,  is  not  within  the  pro- 
Tlsien  of  such  deed.  Home  JBueiumge  Bank  r.  Eemea,  688. 

UNITJiJ)  STATBS  LOAN  FUND. 
See  OomoasoirsiKB  <»*,  Sie. 

tJSTTRY. 
It  is  essential  to  the  d^ense  of  usury,  that  there  should  be  a  corrupt  agreement 
between  the  parties  to  the  loan,  that  the  lender  shall  have  secured  to  him 
a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  that  allowed  by  statute. 

Where  a  note  or  bill  is  made  ibr  a  larger  amount  than  the  party  discounting  it 
expected  to  advance,  and  it  is  agreed  that  the  paper  ^aU  be  negotiated  fbr 
the  security  of  the  amount  advanced  only,  the  transaction  is  not  usurious. 

It  is  iiO  variance  to  count  upon  the  note  or  bill,  and  tb  piove  on  trial,  to  rebut 
the  defense  of  usury,  that  only  a  part  of  the  faoe  Of  the  note  is  demanded. 
SehoopY.  Ckffke,  181. 

VBSSSIi. 

i^noosBDnros  in  luof  aoaikst.  Proceedings  v^  rtftn  against  a  retail  for  the 
price  of  coal  ftirnished  her,  determine  no  question  of  ovmership  of  the  ves- 
sel; and,  consequently,  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  fbr  the  pur|)oio  of 
preying  ownership.  Van  Veefnten  v.  Or^fUfa,  104. 

Counsel  desiring  the  court  to  Instruct  the  jury  as  to  a  particular  proposition, 

not  making  the  proposition  clear  and  intelligible,  cannot  complain  if  th6 

instruction  \A  refUsed.  Id, 

WIPE. 
The  wife  is  an  individual  having  separate  rights  which  the  law  will  uphold  and 

protect  against  her  husband — among  which  is  the  right  to  invoke  and 

reeerte  aid,  shelter  and  protection  against  the  cruelty  and  oppression  of  he^ 

husband.  Bamea  t»  AUirif  390. 
This  aid,  shelter  and  protection  may  be  lawfully  rendered  by  a  stranger  upon 

the  application  and  statement  of  the  wife,  showing  its  necessity,  when 

acted  upon  in  good  faith.  Id, 

In  an  action  by  the  husband  against  a  thitd  pATty  for  thus  harboring  his  wife, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  tiie  unworthy  motives  by 
which  it  was  done ;  for,  when  the  defendant  acts  from  motives  of  humanity 
toward  the  wife,  and  in  good  faith,  the  action  will  not  lie.  Id. 

WITNESSES. 
It  is  in  the  oUscietion  of  the  court  or  referee,  to  permit  leading  quostiona  to  bo 
put  to  witnesses  by  the  party  calling  them,  though  the  opposite  party 
object  and  exdept  to  the  same.  Vrooman  v.  CfrijiffUf  63. 

Where  the  husband  and  wife  are  parties  to  an  action,  the  statute  in  terms  makes 
them  competent  witnesses  lu  their  own  behalf,  or  in  behalf  of  any  other 
party.   Wehrkamp  v.  tVtUett,  260. 

As  such  witnesses  they  are  subject  to  the  same  rules  of  examtmition,  except 
they  are  protected  from  being  required  to  make  disdosures  of  communica- 
tions between  themselves.  Id. 

The  only  proper  inquijy,  on  the  direct  examination  pf  a  witness,  as  to  the  char- 
acter of  another,  is  as  to  the  general  moral  character  of  the  latter,  and  his 
public  reputation  as  a  truthful  or  untruthful  person.  It  is  net  permissiblo 
for  the  assailing  paity  to  show  specific  aots  of  immoraliw  or  misconduct, 
with  the  view  of  impeaching  or  discrediting  a  person  as  a  witness.  Id. 
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